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This ci:~cular is to be followed by another cr.e 
c:qJecte<l to be completed 1Jithin a fe11 months. It 
•rill be a stucl.y of livestock consumption in Ohio, 
f'uture projections as to meat consumption and live-
stock ma:rketinGs, anc1 an analysis of' livestock market 
location in Ohio. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Ohio 1 s ag::icul tural industry is quite different today from what 
it was in 1930. During this period agriculture had been subjected to 
widely differing economic conditions ranging from the depressions of 
the 1930 1s to l!oi·ld '.Tar II and prosperity. As economic conditions 
changed it 11as necessary fo:c agriculture to change with them. 
Many factors are responsible for the changes which have been made 
in Ohio's 2.3::.:iculture. During the depression years of' the 1930's 
both faJ.1U population and agricultural production increased as people 
attempted to escape the ef'fects of the depression in urban areas by 
moving back to the farm. As agricultural production increased and 
farm prices declined farm programs were instituted to control produc-
tion and raise farm income. 
With the onset of \!orld Har II farm programs were continued and 
changed to increase rathei· than curtail ac;ricul tural production. In-
dustrial activity began to expand rapidly in Ohio and many farm people 
went to wo:ck in industry to support the war effort. This increased 
indust:cialization, uhich has continued up to the present time, resul-
ted in more and more part-time farming as non-farm employment oppor-
tunities becan1e available. 
During this entire pei·iod agricultural technology rapidly ad-
vanced. \Tith the advent of improved farm machinery and the chronic 
scarcity of farm labor, Ohio farmers found it necessary to invest 
-) 
large :;un1s of money in mechanizing their farms. This created the need 
for la:cger p:coducing units over which the high capital investment in 
machinery could be sp:cead and which were large enough to be economi-
cally effj_cient uni ts. 
'This rapidly advancinc; technology also resulted in the develop-
ment of neu c1·op va1·ieties and the improvement of commercial fertil-
izers. Due to these nnc.1 va:dous other factors, many farmers found 
it advantageous to specialize in the production of certain crops. This 
increasec1 specie,l:i_:_;ation has led to increased cash grain sales in cer-
tain areas of the state. 
These a:.:e but a feu of the factors vhich had an influence upon 
Ohio's a:::;::':.°.cultu:;:e, but it should be recognized that they played an 
important "-'Ole in the development of the industry as we knO'IJ it today. 
The pu:.:pose of tM.s :-,.·eport is to determine the changes that have 
been made in the location of livestock production areas as a result 
of these chansing economic conditions. These changes are important 
to everyone ::elated to the livestock industry in Ohio, especially 
those engaged in the marketing of livestock. 'I'he volume of livestock 
marketed in a certain area of the state has an important bearing upon 
the decisions of livestock marketing agencies as to their future plans 
for ne':r ancl e:cisting ma:c·keting facilities. If marketing agencies are 
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to have an important place in Ohio's future livestock marketing sys-
tem, they must make the necessary adjustments to these changes. 
The data presented ·uill enable a marketing agency to estimate 
the amount of livestock available in the community where a market is 
located. A comparison of this amount with the volume of' livestock 
actually hanc1led by the market will give an indication of' the market's 
ef'f'ectiveness in attractin3 livestock and assist management in makin3 
adjustments in the future. 
This information may also be useful in making an evaluation of' 
possible locations for ne11 or branch livestock marketing facilities, 
or the removal or consolidation of some of the existing markets. One 
method of evaluating a given community as a possible market location 
anl. estimatin.3; the potential volume of available livestock i;1ould be 
to first determine the number of square miles in the marketing area 
from ilhich livestock 11ill be obtained antl multiplying the number of 
square miles in the prospective market area by the number of each 
specie of livestocl~ marketed per square mile in that sub-area 
(Tables 6, 8, 11 an ... l 1~-). Allowances could be made to take into ac-
count the effect of other markets which are competing for livestock 
in this area. 
County Extension Agents will find this information useful in plan-
ning their activities in connection with livestock activities in their 
counties. The information presented by counties in the appendix of 
this repo:;.·t uill give them an insight as to how their county compares 
with surrounding counties and other counties in Ohio. 
CHART 1 7 
Boundaries of Ohio Sub-areas and Square Miles per Sub-area 
WILLIAMS FVl..TON 
.....,,,..,.... __ ....__,HENRY 
OEFl~NCE: ~UM8VLL 
Sub-area 1 (N. west) 
1----~ 
PAULDING 
VAN WERT 
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PUTNAM HANCOCK 
4,,868 fsq. mi. 
LOGAN 
" 
Sub-area 4 (W. Cent.) 
~<;;HAMPAIGN 
4,,038 sq. mi. 
----i• 
East) 
'l..ICKING 
PJCl(AWA'\I' 
State of Ohio 
411 000 sq. miles 
Note: Square miles were derived from acreage figures using the ratio of 640 
acres per square mile. • 
Source: United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the census, 
1954 Census of Agricul.ture, Volume I, Part 3, page 44, County Table l, 1956; 
United States Government Printing Office, Washington 25, D. c. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Cattle and calf production in 1959 was concentrated in western 
and central Ohio (Table 1). \lestern Ohio (Sub-area 4, see Chart 1) 
had the largest nun1ber of cattle and of calves marketed per square 
mile and uas folloved by sub-areas 5 and 7. In each of the three years, 
1950, 1958, and 1959, these top three sub-areas remained in the same 
relative positions as important cattle and calf producing areas, but 
cattle production become even more highly concentrated in these sub-
areas relative to the other sub-areas of the state during this period. 
As uas t:tue 11ith cattle and calves, hog production in 1959 was con-
centrated in central and uestern Ohio. Sub-area 7 marketed the largest 
number of ho3s per square mile and was followed by sub-areas 5 and 4 
(Table 1). .Although sub-c1·ea 7 marketed the largest number of hogs 
per square mile in 1959, sub-area 5 marketed the largest total number 
of hogs (see Table 2). Betueen 1950 and 1959, all sub-areas retained 
their same relative positions in marketings per square mile. 
Table 1 
The Three Sub-£>,reas in \Jhich the Largest Humber of Cattle, Calves, 
Hogs an:::l_ Pigs, and Sheep and Lambs ''lere Marketed per Square Mile, 
by nank of Sub-area, Ohio, 1950 and 1959 
Rank Sub-area 
~of' Cattle Calves Hogs and Pigs Sheep and Lambs 
Sub-area 1-~)0 19'.59 1950 1959 1950 1959 1950 1959 
First 4 1,_ 4 4 7 7 5 5 
Second 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2 
Third 7 7 7 7 4 4 4 4 
Source: Tables 6, 8, 11, and 14. 
') 
Shee::p anc.1. lamb production in 1959 "IIaS mostly concentrated in cen-
t10al, north central, and "llest central Ohio. Sub-area 5 marketed the 
largest number of sheep anc.1. lambs per square mile and 11as foll0'11ed by 
sub-areas 2 and ~- (Table 1). There was no change in the rank of these 
to::p three sheep and lamb producing areas during the period from 1950 
to 1959· 
Rankin.3 the sub-areas as to actual numbers of each species of 
livestock marketed, as in Table 2, differs from the ranking of market-
ings pe1· '3qua:te mile in Table 1. This is due to the difference in area 
or squa:.'e miles (Chart 1) in each sub-area. However, in the opinion 
of the :_'iter, the major factor in concentration is the marketings per 
square m:'..lc. 
The i·anking of sub-areas for shee::p and lamb marketings was the 
same in both ma:.·ketings per square mile and actual marketings . For 
hog ma:·ketin~s, the san1e three sub-areas ar·e the top three sub-areas in 
both Tables 1 and 2, but a:n·anged in cU.fferent order. Hith cattle 
and calves, the greater number of square miles of sub-area 3 brings it 
into the top th:;.·ee sub-areas in actual numbers marketed but sub-area 
7 has a heavier concentration of number of cattle anl calves as shown 
by the g:reater marketi113s per square mile in sub-area 7. 
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Table 2 
The Three Sub-areas He.ving the Largest Actual Number of Cattle, Calves 
Hogs and Pigs, ano. Sheep and Lambs Marketed, by Rank of 
Sub-area, Ohio, 1950 and 1959 
Rank Sub-area 
of Cattle Calves Hogs ~ Pigs -shee-p & Lambs 
Sub-area 1950 1959 1950 1959 1950 1959 1950 1959 
First 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Second 3 3 3 3 7 7 2 2 
Third 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Source: Tai::ilcs 5, 7, 10, and 13. 
In surmnai:-·y, the production of all species of livestock in 1959 was 
concentrated primarily in central and western Ohio (Sub-areas 4, 5, and 
7) . The t1·e11c1 durin3 the period from 1950 to 1959 was toward increased 
concentration of livestock production in central and western Ohio and 
decreased concentration of livestock p:coduction in other areas of the 
state. 
PROCEDURE 
The analysis presented in this report has been confined largely· 
to the state and sub-area levels in an attempt to eliminate as many 
confusing ~etails as possible. In order to facilitate the analysis of 
the information on this basis, Ohio was divided into none sub-areas, 
the boundaries of uhich are shown in Chart 1. These sub-areas corres-
pond to the Uni tea. States Department of Agriculture's Ohio Crop 
11 
Reportin3 Districts. Data for individual counties are presented in 
Tables D th~ouGh L in the Appendix of this report for the benefit 
of those uho a:ce inte:ccsted in more detailed information. 
The tocal marketings of cattle, calves, ho3s, an1 sheep and 
lambs from Ohio farms 11ere obtained from the statistical bulletins 
published by the Ohio Ac;~icultural Experiment Station and the Agri-
cultural Marketine; Service of the United States Department of Agri-
cultu:.0 e. These marketing totals do not include interfarm sales. 
Mn.1"ketinc;s of' cattle, calves, ho3s, and sheep and lambs for 
1958 and 1959 uere estimateci. by using the ratio of the 1957 market-
in3s of each species to the r·espective number on farms of each species, 
January 1, 1957,l/ Rat:i.os used 11ere cattle, .30008; calves, .12334; 
hogs, i.57689; and sheep anL1 lambs, .69885. Multiplying the number 
of each species on farms January 1, 1958 and 1959, by the respective 
ratio 3ives an estimate of the nU!l1ber of each species that woulu be 
marketed in 1958 and 1959. As data for the nU!l1ber of cattle and 
calves on farms are not available separately, the number of all cat-
tle and calves on farms uas used to estimate the marketings of both 
cattle and calves. 
Since the marketing figures were state totals, it was necessary 
to use s01:10 method of estimating the marketings for each county. 
YFor example, the ratio for cattle would be 725,000 (number of 
cattle marketecl in 1957) over 2,416,000 (numbe.L of all cattle and 
calves on farn1s January 1, 1957.) 
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County ma:·lrntinGS of cattle, calves, hogs, and sheep and lambs uere 
estimate::'.. as follous: The number of each species of livestock mar-
keteu in the state 11as distributed by counties using a percentage 
distribution of the number of the species on fa1ms in each ccunty 
for the respective years. For example, in Allen County in 1950, 
there were L~6, /JO head of hoss and pi_;;s on farms compared to a total 
of 3,051,000 hOGS anQ pi3s in Ohio, or 1.527 percent. The estimated 
marketings for Allen County 11ould be 1. 527 pei~cent of the total 
state marketins;s of 4,11.23,000 head. This calculation amounts to 
67,500 head. 
Ce.ttle anc1 calf marketings 1:rere distributed by a percentage 
distribution of all cattle and calves on farms in each county, hog 
marketings by the number of hogs and pigs on farms in each county, 
and. sheep enc' lamb mal"lcetings by the number of stock sheep on farms 
in each county. 
Marl:etings per square mile were p1·esented mainly with the hope 
that they i:·oulc1 be of assistance to market management in making future 
adjustmen~c in the location and operation of marketing facilities. 
Marl\.etin::;s pe1· Gqua1·c mile were calculated for each species of 
livestock fo:~ the state anc1 for the sub-areas. Dividing the number 
of cattle, calves, hogs, or sheep and lambs by the square miles in 
tbe state or sub-aTea uas the method used to obtain marketings per 
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square mile for each species of livestock. 
The marl;:etinG unit used and presented in Section V of this cir-
cular 11as an attempt to simplify the calculation of the revenue, in 
the fOl"lll of marketing charges on livestock sold through the agency, 
that coulcl be expected by livestock marketing agencies. By convert-
ing each species of livestock to a comm.on unit in respect to market-
ing charges, the effects of the interaction of the trends in live-
stock concentration of each species can be better presented and more 
easily analyzed. 
The livestoc!: ma1·l;:eting unit was based upon the total marketing 
charges assessed by livestock markets in Ohio in 1957 for each spe-
cies of livestock. Each marketing unit represented approximately 
$2.00 revenue to the ma1·ket. In the case of cattle, each head repre-
sented one marlceting unit. The number of calves, hogs, and .3heep 
comprisin{3 one ma1·keting unit was determined by dividing the marketing 
charges for cattle (ii)2.00) by the marketing charges for calves, hogs, 
and sheep. DividinB the marketings of each species by the number 
comprising one marketing unit of the respective species gives the 
number of marketing units. 
In calculating the marketing unit, tuo sets of marketing charges 
Here usec.:;; namely, charges made by terminal livestock markets and 
charge3 macle by auction markets and concentration yards, or local 
markets. 
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The te::cminal ma1~1o::et charges were used to calculate the market-
ing units for the follouing counties: Lorain, Medina, Summit, 
Portage, Mahoning, Cuyahoga, Geauga, Trumbull, Lake and Ashtabula 
Counties in the Cleveland terminal area; Butler, Warren, Hamilton, 
Clermont, and Broun Counties in the Cincinnati area. Those charges 
macle by auction markets and concentration yarc1s were used to calcu-
late the marketing units in the remaining counties. 
Per capita consumption of beef, veal, pork, or lamb and mutton 
is mentioned several times throughout this circular. To enable the 
reader to note changes that have taken place in meat consumption 
since 1925, Table C of the Appendix presents the per capita consum-
ption of beef, veal, pork, and lamb and mutton. 
An attempt will be made in this section to determine what shifts 
have taken place in the location of cattle production and marketing 
in Ohio. This analysis was made in terms of trends in total market-
ings and in marketinfs per square mile for the period 1950 to 1959. 
A. _:r'rends in the Cattle Population in the United States!/ 
The nu,nber of all cattle and calves on far;ns and ranches in the 
United States (Chart 2) increased from a low of about 57 million 
head in 1928 to a hirh of about 97 million head on January 1, 1959. 
Althouph the number of cattle on farms has continued to increase, 
there have been present the familiar fluctuations of the cattle 
cycle, ;;,iith the hifh points of the cycle comin9 in the yrnrs 1934, 
1945 and 1956 and the. 101'1 points comini:i in the years 1928, 193f1, 
1949 and 1958. It appears we are noirJ headed for an all time hiei·h 
within the next three to five years. 
B. Trends in the Cattle ~opulation in Ohio 
Ohio's cattle population (Chart 3) also increased. r.rom a low 
of less than 1,600,000 in 1928, Ohio's cattle population reached a 
high of about 2,400,000 during 1956 and 1957. However, the flue-
tuations of the cattle cycle in Ohio were not as pronounced as they 
were for the country as a whole. Phen comparinr Charts 2 and 3, it 
might seem as though Ohio's cattle population did not increase in 
1/ Cattle population refers to the number of all cattle and calves 
on farms January 1. It includes both beef and dairy cattle. 
CHART 2 
Number of All Cattle ~d Calves on Farms January l, 
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CHART .3 
Number of All Cattle and Calves on Farme January 1, 
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proportion to that of the country. This is due to the different 
scales used in the two charts. There was, hor,1ever, only a 10 
percent difference in their relative increases. The United ctates' 
cattle population increased 53 percent bebieen 1925 and 1959, as 
compared to an increase of 43 percent for nhio durinf the saine 
period. 
The number of all cattle and calves on Ohio farms increased 30 
percent from 1930 to 1940, l percent from 1940 to 1950, 11 percent 
from 1950 to 1958 and l percent from 1958 to 1959 (Table 3). The 
years 1930, 1940, 1950, 1958 and 1959 do not occupy the same relative 
positions in the cattle cycle; consequently, the increases shown in 
Table 3 may be somewhat different than if taken between the hif"h or 
low points of the cycle. 
1. 1930 - 1940 (Ohio) 
Durinf the period from 1930 to 1940, the cattle population 
increased in all areas of Ohio, with the largest percentafe increases 
beinr in sub-areas 3, 4 and 5 (Table 3). These sub-areas had increases 
of 32 percent, 39 percent and 36 percent, respectively, all of which 
were above the state averafie increase of 30 percent. The other sub-
areas had increases ranfing from 24 percent to 28 percent. 
2. 1940 - 1950 (Ohio) 
The cattle population decreased 11 percent, 3 percent, 5 percent 
and l percent, respectively, in Ohio sub-areas l, 2, 3 and 4 between 
1940 and 1950. These decreases offset the increases in the other 
areas of the state so that the total cattle population in Ohio in-
creased only 1 percent. The larpest percentage increase durin? this 
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period was 19 percent in sub-a~ea 8, while sub-areas 5, 6, 7 and 9 
had increases ran~inr from l percent to 7 percent. Tl is sugfests 
that a shift occurred in the concentration of cattle production, be-
tween 1940 and 1950, from the northern part of the state to the cen-
tral and southern areas. 
3. 1950 - 1958 (Ohio) 
Ohio's cattle population increased an avera~e of 11 percent be-
t1r1een 1950 and 1958. The larrest percentape increase in cattle num-
bers was 19 percent in sub-area l. Althou~h sub-area l had the 
largest percentape increase, the lar~est actual increase in cattle 
numbers was in sub-area 5, which had an increac;e of 60,300 head. 
The smallest percenta~e increase was 2 percent in sub-area 6, follow-
ed by sub-areas 9, 3 and 8 with increases of 3 percent, 7 percent and 
7 percent, respectively. 
Althouph the number of cattle did increase in sub-areas J, 6, 
8 and 9, betrveen 1950 and 1958, the increases "!fJere below the state 
averafe. The increases in sub-a~eas 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7 were above 
the state avera>e increase of 11 percent, indicating that the pro-
duction of cattle beca,ne more concentrated in these sub-areas rel-
ative to other Ohio sub-areas. 
4. 1958 - 1959 (Ohio) 
~ur1ng the year from January 1, 1958 to January 1, 1959, Ohio 1s 
cattle population increased l percent. Chan~es in the sub-areas 
v~ried from an increase of 5 percent in sub-area l to a decrease of 
-1. :,cercent in sub-arc - 7. Sub-areas hnving incrc c.sc.s v;E.re 1, 2, 3, 
L, 6 rr:.d "':rrsu hYirip dccru.scs V..E:,rc 7, G ar..d 9. CLb-area 5 romainbd 
Table 3 
Number of all cattle and Calves on ~arms January l, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1958 an~ 1959 
and rercentac e Cr an e .1n the Number of all Cattle an 1 Calves()flrarns from --
1930-1940' 1940-1950' 1950-1958 and 1958-1959' by '~ub-area, o·uo 
(Chan~e rounded to the nearest percent) 
Sub-area Number on Farms January l ~ErceDtare ~hanre 1930 1940 19)0 19)8 19)9 1930-40 I>40=5Q ~9:,0::_1;;b -1952-)9 
l (l\T. 'iest) 198,Soo 247,300 219,100 260,900 274,000 +25 -11 +19 +5 
2 (N. Cent) 167,600 211,100 204,400 231,600 240,900 +26 - 3 +13 +L1 
3 ( • Last) 232,400 307,600 291,800 312,100 321,500 +32 - 5 + 7 +3 
4 (H. Cent) 201,400 280,700 277,300 310,700 313,800 +39 - l +12 +l 
5 (Central) 250,400 341,500 360,700 421,000 421,000 +36 + 6 +17 0 
6 (E. Cent) 128,500 161,200 172,500 175,400 17R,900 +25 + 7 + 2 +2 
7 ('3. nest) 146,100 187,000 189,700 221,eoo 212,900 +28 + l +17 -4 
8 (s. cent) 106,700 133,800 159,000 170,900 169,200 +25 +19 + 7 -1 
9 (S. East) 178,400 220,800 232,500 239,600 234,800 +24 + 5 + 3 -2 
Oluo 1,610,000 2,091,000 2,107,000 2,344,000 2,367,000 +JO + 1 +11 +l 
Source: LnitLd ,tatE:.s Jep rtment of 1 [Ti culture, ,Pr1cult1....ral rrarkct1ng- ~crvice, Orio J fricul-
tural :c~periment Station, Ohio Arricultural Statistics, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1958, 1959, 0hio Crop Re-
porting Ser\lice, Columbus,C5Fiio. -- -- -- -- --
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relatively unchanged. 
c. Trends in the Dairy Cattle Population~/ 
1. 1950 - 1958 (Ohio) 
It might be well at this point to examine Ohio's cattle popula-
tion more closely to determine its makeup. In 1950, dairy cattle 
represented 48.8 percent of Ohio's total cattle population. By 1958, 
the number of dairy cattle on Ohio farms decreased 13 psrcent, (Table 
4) and comprised only 38 percent of Ohio's total cattle population. 
Durinf this period (1950 - 1958) all sub-areas decreased in dairy 
cattle numbers, with the lar~est decrease bein~ 25 percent in sub-
area 1. Sub-areas 6, 7 and 9 also had relatively larr-e decreases of 
16 percent, 24 percent, and 16 percent, respectively, while sub-
areas 2 and 3 had decreases of 8 percent and 3 percent. 
11Thile dairy cattle numbers decreased, between 1950 and l95e, the 
number of cattle other than dairy cattle on Ohio farms increased 35 
percent.g/ Sub-areas l and 7 had respective increases of 63 and 50 
percent, Wiile sub-areas 3, 6, 8 and 9 had increases of 21, 21, 24 
and 18 percent, respectively. 
2. 1958 - 1959 (Ohio) 
Ohio's dairy cattle population continued to decline between 
1958 and 1959. During this period, the number of dairy cattle on 
Ohio farms decreased 4 percent, while the number of all other cattle 
increased 4 percent. However, the composition of Ohio's cattle 
1/ Dairy cattle population refers to the number of milk cows and 
Eeifers, two years old and over, on farms January 1. 
'3:.,/ cattle other than dairy cattle includes calves. 
Table 4 
Number of Dairy Cattle and All Other cattle on Farms Jnauary 1, 1950, 1958 and 1959 
and Percentage Chanfe from 1950-1958 and 1958-1959, by Sub-area"'S;CShio ~-
(Change rounded to the nearest percent) 
Dairy-Ca£t e ~-"-~A~ll~o~t~h-e_r_c_a~t~t~I-e2 
suo-area Number on Farms January 1 Perc~Lta~e Change Number on Farms January 1 Percentage Change 
1950 1958 1959 1950-58 1958-59 1950 1958 1959 1950-58 1958-~9 
l (N. 1~st) 110,100 82,800 
2 (N. Cent) 107,500 98,600 
3 (N. East) 172,600 167,900 
4 (''•Cent) 138,200 122,700 
5 (Central) 149,000 129,200 
79,500 
96,600 
162,900 
-25 
- 8 
- 3 
-4 109,000 
-2 96,900 
-3 119,200 
178,100 
133,000 
144,200 
119,000 -11 -3 139,100 188,000 
122,700 -13 -6 211,700 291,800 
6 (E. Cent) 90,200 75,700 73,400 -16 -3 82,300 99,700 
7 (S. Trest) 84,600 64,200 59,100 -24 -8 105,100 157,600 
8 (s. cent) 75,500 67,000 62,300 -11 -7 83,500 103,900 
194,500 +63 
1L~4' 300 + 37 
158,600 +21 
194,800 +35 
298,300 +38 
105,500 +21 
153,800 +50 
106,900 +24 
+9 
+8 
+10 
+4 
+2 
+6 
-2 
+3 
9 (s. East) 101,300 84,900 81,500 -16 -4 131,200 154,700 153,300 +18 -1 
Ohiol,029,000 893,000 857,000 -13 -4 1,078,000 1,451,000 1,510,000 +35 +4 
l/ i1ilk cows and heifers two years old and over. 
~/ Includes all cattle other than milk cows and heifers two years old and over. 
Source: United States nepartment of A&riculture, Arricultural ·arketing ;E-rvice, rlhio Arricul-
tural Fxperiment Station, Ohio A;ricultural Statistics - County ~stimates, l95J, 1958, 1959, Ohio 
Crop Reporting Service, Coiu~bus, Ohio. ~~ ~~ ~~ 
23 
population re,11ained ab0l1t the sa,11e; dairy cattle still comprised 36 
percent of the total cattle pc~ulation in 1959. 
The most sifnif icant chanpes in dairy cattle numbers came in 
sub-areas l, 5, 7, 8 and 9, where respective decreases of 4 percent, 
6 percent, 8 percent, 7 percent and 4 psrcent occurred between 1958 
and 1959. Decreases in other sub-areas were 2 or 3 percent. 
The total number of cattle, other than dairy cattle, on Ohio 
farms increased 4 percent between 1958 and 1959. Sub-areas 1, 2 
and 3, or the northern one-third of the state, had the e-reatest 
increases of 9 percent, 8 percent and 10 percent, respectively. 
There were, however, two sub-areas which did not have an increase in 
the number of cattle other than dairy cattle. Sub-area 7 had a decrease 
of 2 percent and sub-area 9 had a decrease of 1 percent. 
The location of the concentration of production of dairy cattle 
and other cattle is important to marketing agencies in the location 
and oper1tion of ;narketinf facilities. In 1958, the production of 
dairy cattle 1Jas of rreatest importance in sub-areas 3, 4 and 5, 
while the production of other cattle was of greatest importance in 
sub-areas l, 4 and 5. 
D. Trends in Ohio Cattle Marketin?S~/ 
l. Total Harketings (1950 - 1958) 
The number of cattle marketed by Ohio farmers increased 64 per-
cent, or about 274,400 head, between 1950 and 1958 (Table 5). How-
evsr, cattle marketings did not increase proportionately in all Ohio 
1/ Cattle marketinrs refers to the number of all cattle and calves 
sold alive by farmers. Joes not include interfarm sales. 
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sub-areas, which indicates that a shift occurred in the concentration 
of cattle production. Sub-areas 1, 2, 4, 5 and 7 had respective 
increases of 76 percent, 67 percent, 65 percent, 72 percent and 72 
percent, all of which are above the increase for the state. 
Sub-area l had an average increase in cattle marketin~s of 76 
percent, with the larNest county increase being 124 percent in Fulton 
County. The smallest increase was 40 percent in Pauldinf county. 
(Appendix table G) 
The increase in cattle marketings in sub-area 2 was 67 percent, 
Table 5 
Number of Cattle .1arketed in 1950, 1958 and 1959 
and Percentare Chanre in the ~umber of Cattle 
Marketed from 1950-1958 and 1958-1959 
by Sub-area, Ohio 
(number rounded to the nearest hundred head;) 
(change rounded to the nearest percent) 
Sub-area Number Iiarketea Percentage Change 19;,o 19;,Cl i9;,9 l9~0-S8 1958-59 
l (N. ''Test) 44,600 78,3CO 82,200 +76 +5 
2 (N. Cent) 41,600 69,500 72,300 +67 +4 
3 (N. East) 59,400 93,700 96,500 +58 +3 
4 (w .. Cent) 56,500 93,200 94,100 +65 +l 
5 (Central) 73,500 126,300 126,300 +72 0 
6 (E. Cent) 35,100 52,600 53,700 +50 +2 
7 (S. 1,rest) 38,600 66,600 63,900 +72 -4 
8 (S. Cent) 32,400 51,300 50,800 +58 -1 
9 (s. East) 47 ,300 71,900 70,500 +52 -2 
Ohio 429,000 703,400 710,300 +64 +l 
Source: Appendix Table G. 
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about the same as the state average. Ashland County had the f-reatest 
increase of 82 percent, uhile Huron County had the smallest increase 
of 50 percent. 
Cattle marketings in sub-area 3 increased 58 percent, which was 
below the state average increase of 64 percent. r;hile the sub-area 
as a whole had an increase, Cuyahora county experienced decreased 
cattle marketin@s of 14 percent. Increases in the other counties in 
sub-area 3 ranged from a low of 25 percent in Lake County to a high 
of 81 percent in 1 rayne County. 
In sub-area 4 there were 65 percent ;nore cattle marketed in 1958 
than in 1950. The larrest increase was 81 percent in Clark County. 
The remainder o.f the counties had increases ranrinP dmm to a lo-w of 
55 percent in Darke and Hercer Counties. 
Sub-area 5 had a increase of 72 percent in cattle marketinps. 
The largest increases -were in !ladison and Fayette Counties having 
increased marketings of 105 percent and 100 percent, respectively. 
Counties below the sub-area averafe were Delaware, FranJ::lin, I~nox, 
Licking, i'Iorror,J and Union Counties 
In eastern and south central Ohio, increased cattle marketings 
were below the state average of 64 percent with sub-areas J, 6, 8 
and 9 having increases of 58 percent, 50 percent, 58 percent and 52 
percent, respectively. In sub-area 6, Holmes county increased 68 
percent while Harrison increased only 26 percent. Hiphland County 
in sub-area 8 had the high increase of 75 percent. All other 
counties in sub-area 8 -were below the state increase. In sub-area 
9, the largest increase was 72 percent in Muskingum county, the 
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only county in sub-area 9 abcve the iccrease for the state, while 
t:oblE:. ar.d 11:onrce Counties had the lowest decrease of JO percent. 
Sub-area 7's 1958 cattle marketings were up 72 percent from 
1950. County increases ran~ed .from 38 percent in Hamilton County 
to 100 percent in Clinton County. 
2. Total Harketims (1958 - 1959) 
The estimated number of cattle to be marketed in Ohio in 1959 
was one percent rreater than the corresponding figure for 1958 (Table 
5). Percentage changes for the sub-areas ranged from an increase of 
5 percent in sub-area 1 to a decrease of 4 percent in sub-area 7. 
Increases were evident in sub-areas 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 and decreases 
in sub-areas 7, 8 and 9. Sub-area 5 had about the same number 
marketed in 1959 as in 1958. Generally speakin?, the north half of 
the state had increased marketings while the south half had a 
decrease in cattle marketinfs. County changes in cattle marketings 
ranged from an increase of 7 percent in rrilliams County to a 
decrease of 6 percent in Greene and Hamilton counties. Nearly all 
counties in sub-areas 7, 8 and 9 had decreased marketin?S• 
3. Harketinp-s per Square rnle (19)0 - 1958) 
perhaps a more meaningful measure of the concentration of cattle 
production is the averaee number marketed per square mile. In 1950, 
Ohio's cattle marketinfs averap-ed 10 head per square mile (Table 6). 
The highest concentration of marketings was 14 head per square mile 
in sub-area 4. Other sub-areas above the state averape were 5, 6 
and 7. Sub-area 8 had the lowest concentration with only eight head 
marketed per square mile. Sub-areas 1 and 9 were also low with 
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Table 6 
].\Twnber of Cattle !Iarketed per Square Nile, 
by Sub-area, Ohio, 1950, 1958 and 1959 
(Rounded to the nearest head) 
Sub-area 1950 1958 1959 
l (l\T. \fest) 9 16 17 
2 (l\T • Cent) 10 17 17 
3 (N. TI:ast) 10 16 17 
4 (T; • Cent) 14 23 23 
5 (Central) 12 21 21 
6 (E. Cent) 11 16 16 
7 (S. r·est) 11 19 18 
8 (s. Cent) 8 13 13 
9 (s. :Last) 9 14 13 
Ohio 10 17 17 
Source: Derived from Table 5 and Chart 1. 
marketinES per square mile of nine head of cattle. 
In 1958, Ohio farmers marketed an averare of 17 head of cattle 
per square mile. The concentration of cattle marketinrs were apain 
hirhest in sub-area 4, with 23 head beinf marketed per square mile 
and the lowest afain beinf sub-area 8 with marketinps of 13 head per 
square mile. Sub-area 5 and 7 were above the state averafe and the 
remainder of the sub-areas had the same, or fewer, marketinei·s per 
square mile than did the state as a whole. 
4. Marketinps per Square Hile (1958 - 1959) 
The number of cattle marketed per square mile in Ohio remained 
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about the same in 1959 as in 1958 (Table 6). In 1959, all sub-areas 
with the exception of sub-areas 7 and 9 had increased marketings per 
square ~ile or remained the same as in 1958. Cattle marketinrs in 
1958 and 1959, as in 1950, were most highly concentrated in sub-areas 
4 and 5. 
E. Summary 
Based upon the data presented, it is apparent that the concen-
tration of cattle production in Ohio shifted between 1950 and 1958. 
Althouph the number of cattle on farms and the number marketed 
increased in all sub-areas of the state, cattle production became 
more concentrated in sub-areas l, 2, 4, 5 and 7 (western and central 
Ohio), as evidenced by the more than proportional increases in the 
cattle population and marketinrs in these areas. on the other hand, 
cactle production became less concentrated in sub-areas 3, 6, 8 and 9. 
One of the best indicators of concentration of cattle ~cpulation 
is the marketin&s per square mile. Table 6 indicates that the great-
est concentration in 1958 was in sub-areas 4, 5 and 7. Sub-area 3, 
though not having as great a percentafe increase in cattle numbers 
as sub-areas l and 2, had about the same number marketed per square 
mile. 
In the period from 1958 to 1959, there were no sifnificant 
chang-es that took place, as would be expected over a one year period. 
However, the percentage changes in cattle population and marketings 
over this period do point to greater concentration in the northern 
two-thirds of the state which had increased numbers, while the 
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southern one-third (sub-areas 7, 8 and 9) had decreased numbers. 
Looking at marketings per square mile in 1958 and 1959 shows 
the sub-areas to have remained about the same. Sub-area 7, though 
having decreased numbers, still was the third highest sub-area in 
cattle production. 
SECTI.)1'1 II 
In this study, veal calf production in Ohio has been assumed to 
parallel the trend in the number of all cattle and claves on farms. 
Data on calf population as on cattle population v.ias not available 
separately but only as a total of both cattle and calves. Therefore, 
the total calf marketings for Ohio was distributed by counties using 
a p~rcenta>e distribution of all cattle and calves on farms January 
1, 1950 (Appendix table A). 
A. Trends in Ohio Calf i'iar ketings!/ 
l. Total ;rarketin,Qs (1950-1958) 
The number of calves marketed in Ohio decreased 22 percent, or 
about 83,900 head, between 1950 and 1958 (Table 7). Comparin2 this 
decrease in calf marketinps and the decrease of 13 percent in dairy 
cattle numbers with the increase of 35 percent in cattle other than 
dairy cattle would point to a relationship between dairy cattle 
numbers and calf marketin[s. It appears evident that a decrease in 
dairy cattle numbers was one cl' the major factors for the decrease 
in calf marketings. 
The larfest percentage decrease in the number of calves marketed 
was 29 percent in sub-area 6. Sub-areas 3, 8, and 9 follmrnd closely 
behind sub-area 6 with decreased calf marketin;·s of 26, 25, and 28 
percent, respectively. 
±/ Does not include interfarm sales. 
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T2.blc 7 
Eumbcr of C:1lvcs narkctcd in 1950, 1958 and 1959 and Pcrcisntarc 
Chan~c in th<- 11Tumbe,r of Calves l'l:1rkc tE..cl from. 1950-1958 and 
1958-1959, by .Sub-Rn as, Ohio 
(l\Tumbcr rounded to the ncarE.-st ten hE:.nd~) 
(chanrc rounded to the ncnrcst percent) 
Sub-arE-a 1950 1958~1/ i9591/ 1950-1958 1958-1959 
l (N. '·Test) 38,(100 32,200 33,800 -17 +5 
2 (r1. Cent) 36,200 28,600 29,700 -21 +4 
3 (l\T • ?ast) 51,700 38,500 39,600 -26 +3 
4 (' T I , o Cent) 49,100 38,300 38,700 -22 +l 
5 (Central) 63,800 51,900 51,900 -19 0 
6 (E. Cent) 30,500 21,600 22,100 -29 +2 
7 (s. 1,rest) 33,600 27,400 26,300 -18 -Lt 
8 (s. Cent) 28,100 21,100 20,900 -25 -1 
9 (S. T:ast) 41,200 29,500 29,000 -28 -2 
Ohio 373,000 2P9,lOO 292,000 -22 +l 
~I ~stimated 
Source: Ap1_Jendix Table H 
All counties in Ohio with the exception of Fulton County had 
decreased calf :rwrket in.o·s. TLE:s e decreases ronr eo from 4 pc rcent in 
1iadison County to 50 percent in Cuyahopa County. 0,ounties havin~ 
decreases less than 10 percent ·were Eenry, 7 percent; Fayette, 8 
percent; 1'1adison, 4 percent; Pickaway, 7 percent; and Clinton, S 
percent. Those counties with decreases of 35 percent and over were 
Cuyahoi:rn, 50 percent; rieau?o., 37 pt.rcent; Lake, 43 percent; Belmont, 
36 percent; fiarrison, 39 percent; Scioto, 37 percent; Hocking, 35 
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percent; Monroe, 37 psrcent; and Noble, 39 percent. 
2. Total Marketinfs (1958-1959) 
The estimate of Ohio 1 s 1959 calf marketines indic,. ced that 
there were l percent more calves marketed in 1959 than were marketed 
in 1958 (Table 7). ~s was true for cattle marketinrs, calf marketings 
increased in all Ohio sub-areas except sub-areas 7, 8 and 9, the 
southern third of the state, which had decreases of 4, l and 2 per-
cent, respectively. The larp;:st increase was in sub-area l with an 
increase of 5 percent in calf marketings. 
3. iJarketinrs pE.r SquJ.re riile (1950-1958) 
Ohio farmers marketed an average of nine calves pEr square mile 
in 1950 (Table 8). The concentration of calf marketinps was ?reatest 
in sub-area 4., with 12 head being- marketed per square .riile. Sub-
areas 5 and 7 "Jere also high with marketings of 11 and 10 calves 
per square mile, respectively. Sub-area 8 vJas low with marketin?s 
of seven calves per square mile. 
Table 8 also shows that in 1958 Ohio had averare calf marketings 
of seven head per square mile, a decrease of two head per square mile 
since 1950 marketinr:s. Sub-area 4 arain had the hieihest concentration 
of marketing-s, with 10 calves beinF marketed per square mile. This 
was a decrease of two head per square mile under 1950. All other 
sub-areas had decreases of ti:'llo head per square mile except sub-area 
l which had a decrease of only one head per square mile. 
4. Marketinfs per Square "Iile (1958-1959) 
Since calf marketinfs increased between 1958 and 1959 it follows 
that calf marketinr.s p&r square mile should have also incr6o.sed 
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Table 8 
i\TU:nber of Calves i\1arketed per cquare Hile, by 
Sub-areas, Ohio, 1950, 1958 and 1959 
(Rounded to the nearest head) 
Sub-area 1950 1958 1959 
l Cl'T. T Test) 
2 ('\T. Cent) 
3 (1'1. East) 
4 (11 • Cent) 
5 (Central) 
6 (R. Cent) 
7 (.s. "est) 
8 (s. Cent) 
9 (s. bast) 
Ohio 
8 
9 
9 
12 
11 
9 
10 
7 
8 
9 
7 
7 
7 
10 
9 
7 
8 
5 
6 
7 
Source: ·1eri ved .fro.i1 Table 7 ancl Chart l 
7 
7 
7 
10 
9 
7 
8 
5 
5 
7 
between 1958 and 1959. But, due to the .fact that the actual chanP-es 
in calf marketings ·h1ere so small, the number of calves marketed per 
square mile in Ohio remained constant at seven (Table 8). nll sub-
areas 1"1ith the exception of sub-area 9 also remained the same. 
B. Summary 
One of the most notable chanres since 1950 in cat~le and calf 
production in Ohio has been the chanpe in the ratio of cattle to 
calves marketed. Iri 1940 there r.iere 373,000 calves marketed compared 
to 429,000 cattle givin{e' a ratio o.f l: 1.2 or .for every calf marketed 
there was 1.2 head of cattle marketed. In 1958 and 1959 there were 
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289,100 calves marketed and 703,400 cattle, Pivin~ a ratio of 1: 2.4 
or .for every cGl.f mark8ted there were 2.4 head o.f cattle marketed. 
This was a substantial chanfe since 1950; the nllinber of cattle mar-
keted for every calf marketed has doubled since 1950. 
One explanation for this increase in cattle marketinps and 
decrease in calf marketin9s can be attributed to the decrease in dairy 
cattle numbers and the larpe increase in cattle other than dairy 
cattle. 11any of the calves marketed were calves from dairy cows; 
consequently, a decrease in dairy cows brin9s about a decrease in 
cal.f marketings. In 1950, 49 percent of all cattle and calves 
was comprised of dairy cov1s and in 1958, only 38 percent. This means 
an increase in the proportion o.f beef cattle. 
SECTION III 
T"1r::; DS IT ':HI: LOCATIONAL PATTERNS OF HOG MARKETING IN OHIO 
This section is concerned with a dete:tmination of shifts in the 
ho3 areas in Ohio. As in Section I, data on total marketings and 
marketing per square mile iiere employed to indicate shifts in areas 
of concentration of hog marketings in Ohio between 1950 and 1958 
and bet·11een 1958 an.:!. 1959. 
A. Tren:ls in the Hog Population in the United State"' 
The number of hOGS on farms in the United States exhibited ui·le 
fluctuations during the 34 year period from 1925 to 1959 (Chart 4). 
During this periocl.. the country had a lm1 hog population of about 
39 million head in 1935, and a high ho3 population of about 83.7 
million head in 1941..t-. Although cyclical fluctuations were present, 
there 11as a :;eneral clrnmuard trend in hog numbers in the United States 
between 1925 and 1959. The average hog population for the five year 
period, 1954--58 uas about 50 .8 million heaa.. This represented a 
decline of about 6.1 million hogs from the average hog population 
for the five year period, 1925-29, (about 56.9 million hogs). Even 
though our human population increased rapidly between 1925 and 1958» 
fewer hogs 1;ere ave.ilable to feed our larger population. The increas-
ing human population and the decreasing hog numbers emphasize the fact 
that per capita consumption of pork has declined over the past few 
years. 
B. Tren~s in the Hog Population in Ohio. 
The fluctuations of Ohio's hog population (Chart 5) corresponded to 
Chart L. 
Number of Hogs and Pigs on Farms January l, 
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Number of Hogs and Pigs on Farms January 1, 
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the fluctuations of the United States during the period from 1925 to 
1959. Ho•.'C:Ye:c',, there 11as a slight up~mrd trend in Ohio's hog popula-
tion clu~:.i.ng this pe:riocl.,, the reverse of uhich was true for the country 
as a whole. Ohio's average hog population for the five year period 
1954-58 (2.59 million hogs) uas slightly higher than the average hog 
population for the five year period, 1925-1929 (2.45 million hogs). 
1. 1930-191.1.0 (Ohio) 
'I'he number of hogs on Ohio farms January 1 increased an average of 
60 pe:ccent from 1930 to 191.~o (Table 9). This large percentage increase 
was due pa:ctly to the different relative points in the hog cycle in 
1930 compared. to 1940. Sub-area 3 realized an average increase of 201 
percent,, the la:c::;est in the state. Sub-area 6 had an average increase 
in hog m.unbe:c'3 of 99 pe:i.·cent,, also lar::;e 1·elative to the state average 
increase. The smallest percentage increase in the state was 39 percent 
in sub-area 1. 
2. 19~-0-1950 (Ohio) 
Dudng the perioc~ f:rnm 1940 to 1950 Ohio 1 s hog population decreased 
8 percent. Sub-ai·ea 7 had an inc1·ease of 19 percent an 1 the remainder 
of the sulJ-ai·eas haci. c:Lecreases ranging from one percent in sub-areas 5 
anl 9 to 33 percent in sub-area 3. 
3. 1950-1958 (Ohio) 
Ohio's ho:J; population exhibited a general downward trend between 1950 
and 1958, i:rith 19 pe::..·cent less hogs on farms in 1958 than in 1950. 
Decreasecl. hog numbers 11ere common to all Ohio sub-areas, with average 
decreases ranc;ing f'rom 11 percent in sub-area 7 to 34 percent in sub-area 9. 
Table 9 
Number of Hogs and Pigs on Farms January 1, 1910, 1940, 1950, 1958 and 1959 and 
Percentage Change in the Number of Hogs and Pigs on Farms rrom-1930-I§Ii-O", 
1940-1950, 1950-1958 and 1958-1959, by Sub-areas, Ohio 
(Change rounded to the nearest ~ercent) 
N11mbe;· on Fa1'"'ills January 1 Percentage Change 
Sub-area 1930 1940 125-0 1958 125-2_~ 1930-40 12~0-50 _1950 .. 2ll __ 1928-59 
1 (N. West) 351,200 
2 (N. Cent) 232,300 
3 jlT r.,. ,-' ) J..I • 1 (...., ':) l., 67,700 
4. (r!. Cent) 402,300 
5 (Central) 479,700 
6 (E. Cent) 59,800 
7 (S. Hest) 309,000 
8 (s. Cent) 111,000 
489,100 
31~3,400 
20~,000 
593,700 
783,100 
119,000 
471,000 
198,900 
380,900 
279,200 
136,700 
509,200 
772,800 
104,900 
560,000 
194,800 
301,000 
231,300 
106,500 
l1.03,900 
642,600 
82,700 
499,000 
138,200 
334, 100 + 39 
249,800 + 48 
110,800 +201 
440, 300 + 47 
681,200 + 63 
86,800 + 99 
507,200 + 52 
139,600 + 79 
9 (s. East) 64, 500 ln 1 8_QO 112, 500 71, 800 78, 200 + 76 
-22 -21 
-19 -17 
-33 -22 
-14 -21 
- 1 -17 
-12 -21 
+ 19 -11 
- 2 -29 
- 1 -34 
Ohio 2,078,000 3,316,000 3,051,000 2,479,000 2,628,000 + 60 - 8 -19 
+11 
+ 8 
+ 4 
+ 9 
+ 6 
+ 5 
+ 2 
+ 1 
+ 6 
+ 6 
Source: Unite(! States D\:!:pa1·tment of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Ohio Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Ohio Agricultural Statistics, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1958, 1959, Ohio Crop Reporting 
Service, Colun1bus, O~ --
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All counties hac1 c1ec1·ea,sed hog numbers e~:cept Greene County which had 
an increase of 3 percent. 
4. 1958-1959 (Ohio) 
During the one year period from January 1, 1958 to January 1, 1959 
Ohio's hog population increased 6 percent (149,000 head) with all subp 
areas havinG increaseu hog numbers ranging from l percent in sub-area 
8 to 11 -,::i13 :c2n-c _;_,, sub-&c(O.C, 1. ·All ccunc.:: e3 :::: :cept Cuyahoga, Hamilton 
(both havinG urban centers), and Scioto Counties had increases in hog 
numbers. 
The substantial percentage increases in sub-areas 1, 2, 3, 6, and 
9, sub-a:iceas not consic.le:red as hog production areas, are due in part to 
the relatively small population in these sub-areas giving a low base on 
which to fi:=,ui·e percentage change. 
C. Trenc1s in Ohio Hog Marketings 
1. Total Marketings (1950-1958) 
The dmmuard ti·encl. in Ohio's hog population resulted in decreased 
marketings (Table 10). The 19 percent decrease in hogs on farms resulted 
in Ohio farmers marketing an average of 12 percent less hogs in 1958 than 
in 1950.!/ Total hoCT marketings decreased in all sub-areas even though 
some countiC::J haC, inc1·eased marketin3s .. P·er·centage decreases ranged 
from 3 pc~cent in sub-area 7 to 29 percent in sub-area 9. 
Percentage change for the counties ranged from an increase of 12 per-
cent in Greene County to a decrease of 51 percent in Cuyahoga County 
I7 The pe~centage decrease in hog marketings is less than the percentage 
aecrease of hogs on farms due to a change in the ratio of the n~mber marketed 
to the numbeT on farms. 
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(See Appencl.i:~ Table I). The only counties having increases 11ere Trumbull, 
7 peincent; Fayette, 5 percent anl Greene, 12 percent. All other Ohio 
counties ha,:_ dec:.'easccl marketings. Many counties havinG; large percent-
age decreases ue1·e counties having low hog marketings in which a small 
actual r1ec:tease in hog numbers '\10Uld give a high percenta3e decrease. 
An example 11ould be Cuyahoga County 11ith an actual decrease of 2, 100 
Table 10 
Numbe:: of Hoes anc.1 Picss Marketed in 1950, 1958 and 1959 an 1 Pereentage 
Change in the HumbeJ: of Hogs and Pigs Marketed from 1950-1958 
and 1958-1959, by Sub-area, Ohio 
(Number rounded to the nearest ten head; change rounded to the nearest p.c.) 
Sub-area 
1 (N. Trest) 
2 ( 7T. Cent) 
3 (°''T. East) 
4 (T,7. Cent) 
5 ( Cent1·al) 
6 (E. Cent) 
7 (S. Cent) 
8 (S. Cent) 
9 (s. East) 
Ohio 
Number Marketed 
1950 195b 1959 
552,200 ~.74,700 526,900 
11.04' 700 364' 700 393, 900 
198,200 167,900 174,700 
738,200 636,900 694,300 
1,120,300 1,013,300 1,074,200 
152,100 130,400 136,900 
811,800 786,900 799,800 
282,400 217,900 220,100 
163,100 116,400 123,300 
L~, L1.23, GUO 3, 909, 100 4, 144, 100 
Sou:c·cc: !1.ppcnu ..:.~: Table I 
Percentage Change 
1950-1958 1958-1959 
-14 
-10 +8 
-15 +4 
-14 +9 
-10 +6 
-14 
- 3 +2 
-23 +l 
-29 
-12 
hogs marlrnted or a percentage decrease of 51 percent, whereas an actual 
decrease of 4,700 hogs marketed in Montgomery County yields a percentage 
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_.lec:cease of only 7 percent. Counties having ~1ecreases over 30 percent 
were C~raho3a, 51 pe1·cent; Lake, 36 pe:c"cent; Harrison, 39 percent; Ham-
ilton, 43 pe:;:cent~ Gallia, 39 percent; Laurence, 36 percent; Pike, 
45 percent; Scioto, 46 percent; Athens, 38 percent; Guernsey, 35 per-
cent; Hocking, 34 pe:..'cent; Morgan, 35 percent; J:.l ob le, 38 percent and 
Washington, 35 percent. 
2. Total Marketings (1958-1959) 
It 1,as estimated that Ohio farmers i.:ould market 4, 144, 100 ho:ss in 
1959 (To.ble 10). 'I'his represented an inc::i:·ease from 1958 hog marketings 
of 6 pe~:·cent, 01° 235,000 head. Based on this estimate all Ohio sub-
areas hacl increased hog marketings ranging from l pej"Cent in sub-area 
8 to 11 percent in sub-a1·ea 1. Sub-areas 2 and 4 also had substantial 
increases of 8 and 9 percent respectively. All Ohio counties had incre-
ased hog marketings except Cuyahoga, Hamilton, and Scioto Counties 
which had c1ecreasec1 marketings of 5, 1, and 3 percent. 
3. Ma1°ketings -per Square Mile ( 1950-1958) 
In 1950 an avera:::;e of 108 hogs we:c"e marketed per square mile in Ohio, 
whereas in 1958 only 95 hogs uere marketed per square mile (Table 11). 
In 1950 ho3 marketings uere mostly concentrated in the western half of 
the state in sub-areas 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7. These sub-areas had respect-
ive marketings of 113, 96, 183, 186, and 234 hogs per square mile. This 
gives a good indication of the concentration of hog production in Ohio 
in 1950. 
In 1958 sub-areas 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7 still remained highly concen-
trated even though hos r;1a1·ketings decreased. throughout the whole state. 
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In 1950 sub-area 7 had the highest concentration of hog marketings 
and sub-a1·cas 5 anC. L:. ~re1·e second and thrid 1·espectively. In 1958 
sub-area 7 a:3ain 11as high uith 227 hogs being marketed :per square 
mile. Sub-a1·ea 5 uas second and sub-area 4 uas third, >lith respect-
ive marketings of 168 and 158 hogs per square mile. Sub-area 9 had 
the louest concentration in both years, ·with 31 in 1950 and only 22 
hogs being ma:.·keted pe:: square mile in 1958. Sub-areas 3,66, and 8 
11ere also very lmr in both 1950 and 1958. 
Table 11 
' uuber of Hogs and Pigs Marketed per Square Mile, 
by Sub-area, Ohio, 1950, 1958 and 1959 
(Rounded to the nearest head) 
Sub-a:.·ea 1950 1958 1959 
l c~T • \Jest) 113 98 108 
2 (IT. Cent) 96 87 94 
3 ( T • :r1:ast) 34 29 30 
4 (ir. Cent) 183 158 172 
5 (Central) 186 168 178 
6 (E • Cent) 48 40 42 
7 (S. \Test) 234. 227 230 
8 (s. Cent) 70 54. 55 
9 (S. East) 31 22 23 
Ohio 108 95 101 
Source: Derived from Table 10 and Chart 1 
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4. Harketinr,s per Square Mile (1958-1959) 
The number of hoss marketed per square mile in Ohio increased 
from 95 in 1958 to 101 in 1959 (Table 11). As was true for total hog 
marketings, the nuraber of hogs marketed per square mile increased in 
all Ohio sub-areas, the larger increases in marketings per square mile 
being in the sub-areas having the greater percentage increases. 
The largest increase in the number of hogs marketed per square 
mile occurred in sub-area 4 1rhich had marketings of 158 in 19~8 and 
172 in 1959 or an increase of 14 head per square mile. Sub-areas 1 
and 5 ~1Hh ma:dcetings of 98 and 168 in 1958 and 108 and 1 78 respect-
ively in 1959 had increases of 10 hogs per square mile from 1958 to 
1959. Sub-a1·ea 7 hacl the largest number of hogs marketed per square 
mile with 227 heac1 in 1958 and 230 head marketed per square mile in 
1959-
D. Summary 
The production and marketing of hogs in Ohio exhibited three 
definite trends durinG the period from 1925 to 1959 (Chart 5). Ohio's 
hog numbe"-':3 remained re la ti vely constant between 1925 and 1935, except 
for fluctuations of the hog cycle. Follouing 1935 the trend was upward, 
with Ohio's hog population reaching its high point during World War II 
(1944). Ho~ nUlnbers then decreased sharply in 1945 and continued to 
follow a ~eneral dounwarcl trend during the 13 year period following 
1945 (1946-1958). In fact, the average hog population for the five 
years (1954-1958) ·uas only 150,000 larger than the average for the 
five year period 1925-1929. 
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The ci.o>:mua:;:d t:rern,_ in the country's hog population during the 
period fror;1 1925 to 1959 11as very significant as evidence of the 
declinin::; pe::..· capita consumption of pork. As vas pointed out pre-
viously, ·che a-1e:caGe hoc; population in the United States for the five 
yea:.· :9e·:-:..or,_ i95l1.-1958 11as about 6 million belrn1 the average for the 
five yea1· perioLi. 1925-1929. \·lhereas hog numbers have decreased, our 
human population has increased from about 123 million in 1930 to 
about 175 million in 1958, an increase of about 40 percent. These 
trencls emphasize the decline in total pork consumption in the United 
States clurin.:-; the period f1·om 1930 to 1958, as 11ell as the decline 
in total po1·k expo::cts. (See Appendix Cha:rt C). 
Hog ma1·ketinc;s in Ohio have come to be concentrated primarily 
in those areas of the state where fertile and :relatively level land 
makes corn p::..·oci.uction profitable; namely, vestern and central Ohic 
(sub-areas 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7). However, during the period from 1950 
to 1959 there 11as a tenclency for hog marketings to become slightly 
less concentratecl in northuestern and ~rest central Ohio (sub-areas 
1 ancl 4) as cm·n became a more important cash crop. South central 
and southeaste:;:n -C':Eo ( mb-c:reas. 8 anj 9) also 1:iecame le3.-; concen-
t:·at2:1. an··,_, r-lon.:_, -,::_-·~ll. .no:.. ·,h-:::a .t21·n an_,~ ea2.t central Ohio (sub-
areas 3 au·.-- 6L ~J::c2:·1e -~ 1_::-·c~Jc:ly ui1impo:to.nt aJ ho::, ?-o~uci11_; ar~as. 
In_ 1.S'5G ''l.'.h-a_·c:c. 7 ·c:.; ,the most hi::::;hl~r coricent 2t.::: . sub-a.cea, 
total number of hogs marketed was the largest in sub-area 5. 
SECTION IV 
T'"l!!: 11;3 I.' 'illE LOCATIONAL PATTERJ'lS OF SHEEP MARKETING IN OHIO 
Section IV deals 'llith an analysis of the trends in the concentra-
tion of' sheep and lamb p:roduction in Ohio durin~ the period from 1950 
to 1959. The analytical procedure use~ in this section is identical 
11ith that usecl in Sections I, II, and III. 
A. Tren~s in the Shee~ Population in the United States 
The number of stock sheep on farms in the United Stated incr-
eased from about 3L: million head in 1925 to almost 48 million head 
on January 1, 193!1. (Chart 6). The stock sheep population then leveled 
off and remaineQ relatively constant until January 1, 1942, at which 
time there 11e::;_·e about ~·9 million head or stock sheep on farms. This 
was the count:-y's lar~est stock sheep population during the period 
from 1925 to 1958. Afte::i.· 1942 the number of stock sheep on farms 
in the Unitec.l States decreased rather rapidly until 1950, when the 
stock sheep population was only about 26 million head. Between 1950 and 
1959 the country's stock sheep numbers remained relatively constant 
at a level just above 26 million head. 
B. Trends in the Sheep Population in Ohio 
Cha:i.·t T indlcatcs tha-tJ Chio' s stock 3heep population f'olloved 
scrr.e"hat the sa~e trend as that of the United States. In 1925 Ohio 
hal 1.7 million stock sheep on farms. 'Ihe stock sheep population then 
increased to 2.26 million head in 1935, after which it declined to 
about 900,000 head in 1950. Following 1930 Ohio's stock sheep popula-
tion was largest in 1935, 11hereas the country's sheep population was 
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largest in 191~2. The smallest sheep population in both the United 
States and Ohio occurred in 1950. 
1. 1930-1940 (Ohio) 
The period. from 1930 to 1940 saw a decline in Ohio's stock 
sheep population of 9 percent (Table 12). The largest sub-area 
decrease in sheep numbers vas 19 percent in sub-area 6. Sub-area 7, 
which had increased sheep numbers of 11 percent, was the only sub-
area having an increase between 1930 and 1940. 
2. 1940-1950 (Ohio) 
During the period from 1940 to 1950 Ohio's stock sheep popula-
tion declined. 51 percent. All sub-areas realized decreased sheep 
numbers du:0 in3 this period, but the decreases were not proportional 
in all sub-a:.:eas. Sub-areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7 had respective 
decreases of ~-8 per.cent, 44 percent, 49 percent, 40 percent, 46 per-
cent, and. 42 percent, all of which were below the state average of 
51 percent. On the other hand, sub-areas 6, 8, and 9 had respect-
ive dec1°eases of 66 percent, 56 percent, anJ. 65 percent. 
3. 1950-1958 (Ohio) 
Ohio's stock sheep population increased an average of 15 per-
cent bet11een 1950 and 1958. All Ohio sub-areas, with the exception 
of sub-areas 1 and 6, had increased sheep numbers. Sub-areas 1 and 
6 haJ decreased sheep nmnbers of 6 and 3 percent, respectively. 
The largest percentage increase in stock sheep numbers between 
1950 and 1958 was 40 percent in sub-area 3. Sub-area 7, which had 
an average increase of 35 percent was also high relative to the state 
'Turn be-.. 
Sub-a:·ea 
Table 12 
of Stoel: Sheepl:/ on farms January 1, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1958 and 1959 an 1 Percentage Change 
in che f'Tuinber of Stock Sheep on farms from 193o::l'94o ;1940-19~ 1950-1958 and 
1958-1959, by Sub-areas, Ohio 
(Change rounded to the nearest ~ercent) 
Num.i::>er on Farms January 1 Percentage Change 
1930 1940 1950 195e 1959 1930-110 1940-50 1950-58 1958-59 
1 (_T. rfest) 178,700 171,000 89,600 84,100 84,100 - 4 -48 - 6 0 
2 (1'. Cent) 295,100 257,800 143,500 180,800 173,600 -13 -44 +26 -4 
3 (- "net) • - L41J 76,900 64,900 32,800 46,ooo 45,500 -16 -49 +40 -1 
L~ ( '. Cent) 236,100 220,900 132,300 156,100 157,700 - 6 -40 +18 +l 
5 (c ·!t: fll) 1181.i-, 300 48'.J,100 259,700 297,200 298,200 0 -46 +14 0 
6 ("':::. Cent) 273,500 220,700 74,600 72,500 68,900 -19 -66 - 3 -5 
7 ( c< TTe~J ) u ... Jl.J 102,600 113,700 65,500 88,200 85,600 +11 -42 -t-35 -3 
8 (s. Cent) 75,4-00 65,900 29,100 35,100 32,600 -13 -56 +21 -7 
9 (S. =:o.st) __ 3§g_,_l+oo __ 322, ooo 112,_200 _ 111,QOO _ 108, 800 - -16 ____ -65 - . 4 -7 
Ohio 2,105,000 1,920,000 940,000 1,077,000 1,055,000 - 9 -51 +15 -2 
J) InclmLcs all oheep an 1 lambs ezcept those on feed. 
:Jou1·ce: Uni-tel'_ States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Ohio Agricultu.cal 
Ezpe_·i1•.cnt Sta~ion, Ohio Agricult~ Statistics, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1958, 1959, Ohio Crop :::\eporting Se1·vice, 
Colu1alA1.;, Ohio. 
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average increase. Although the largest percentage increases in stock 
sheep numbers occurred in sub-areas 2, 3, 7, and 8, the largest 
actual increases were realized in sub-areas 2, 4, 5, and 7. 
4. 1958-1959 (Ohio) 
The number of stock sheep on Ohio farms decreased 2 percent, 
or 22,000 head, between January 1, 1.238,. a.i;i.J. .Ja.1ua:::-y !", 1959- A smaller 
stoclc .sl1e:-.L> :.?01."lnti:m ·wts ccrr.mon- to all Ohio 3ub-a:r·cas •in 1958 Hi th the 
e :cept::.on or :;ub-e.:·ec:; 11 anc 5 ";hich ha.C in'c1 eas0s of about 1 percent. 
C. Trends in Ohio Sheep Marketings1/, 
1. Total Marketings (1950-1958) 
The number of sheep and lambs marketed in Ohio also increased, 
with 30 percent more being marketed in 1958 than were marketed in 1950 
(Table 13). All sub-areas and nearly all counties had increased 
marketing over this period. (Appendix Table J) 
In sub-area 2 there 11as an average of 4 3 percent more sheep an 1 
. 
lambs marketec1 in 1958 than 11ere marketed in 1950. The highest per-
centage increase was 60 percent in Erie County and the lowest 13 
percent in Sandusky County. Ashland and Richland Counties also had 
high increases of over 50 percent. Even though Erie County had the 
largest percentage increase, the actual increase was only about 1,200 
head. 
Sub-area 3 had an average increase in sheep and lamb marketings 
of 59 percent, the largest percentage increase in the state, but not 
the greatest actual increase. County changes ranged from a 20 pereent 
!/Does not include interfa:rm sales. 
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inc-cease in Cuyaho:;a County to an increase of 111 percent in Ashta-
bula County_; hoi:1ever, the actual increase in Cuyahoga County 1 s sheep 
marketin~s · ns only about 100 head. 
She2::;i cm-_ lamb m2.:0 ketings increased an average of 34 percent in 
sub-areo.. 1:., betueen 1950 and 1958. All counties ha 1 increased market-
ings bet11een 25 and 60 percent. 
TABLE 13 
Number of Sheep an~, Lambs Marketed in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and Per-
centage Chane;e in the Y!uinber of Sheep and Lambs Marketed from 
1S50-1958~cnt·I958-1959, by 3ub-a1·cas, Ohio 
(Numbe1- :rounc.1eC. to the nearest ten head; change rounded to the nearest ~.c.) 
number Marketed Percentage Change 
Sub-area 1950 1958 1222 1220-28 1228-_59 
1 (l:. T!est) 55,100 58,800 58,800 ... '7 0 
2 (N. Cent) 88,200 126,400 121,300 +43 -4 
3 (N. East) 20,200 32,100 31,800 +59 -1 
4 ('T. Cent) 81,300 109,100 110,200 +34 +l 
5 . (Cent:·c·l) 159,700 207,700 208,400 +30 0 
6 (E. Cent) 45,900 50, 7'JO 48,200 +10 -5 
7 (S. Fest) 40,300 61,600 59,800 +53 -3 
8 (S. Cent) 17,900 24,500 22,800 +37 -7 
9 (.s. -, ~-·-) .i....iCl..,:J•! 69,1~00 81.!800 76,000 +18 -1 
Oh:i.o 57e,ooo 752,700 737,300 +30 
-2 
Source: Appendix Table J 
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Sub-o . ..,·ea 5 had an ave:cage increase in marketings of 30 percent. 
All counties ha~ inc~ease~ marketings. Fayette and Union Counties 
ha'!. a lou of 17 and 18 percent increases respectively. Franklin and 
~oss Counties had increases of 45 percent an1 most of the remaining 
counties had increa3e3 betueen 30 and 40 percent. 
In sub-area 6, sheep anL1 lamb marketings increased 10 percent 
or 4,800 head. Carroll an~ B~lmont Counties hal respective decreases 
of 6 an 1 17 pe:.:cent, all other counties had increases ranging from 
6 percent in Har::ison County to 37 percent in Tuscarawas County. 
The :iecon1"'.. lar~est sub-area increase in the state was 53 percent 
in :mb-a. ,"c .. 7. l!ithin this sub-area all counties had increases ranging 
from 76 percent in \!ar:.·en County to only 11 percent in Hamilton County 
(See Appen-:'' .. iz Table J f'or other county <.1..ata). 
Sub-area 8's sheep marketings uere 37 percent or 6,600 head 
:sreater in 1958 than they uere in 1950. All counties had increased 
marketings, the lar~est increase being 100 percent in Scioto County, 
and the smallest inc1·ease being 9 percent in Gallia County. 
The increase in sheep marketings of 18 percent in sub-area 9 was 
beloil the state avera~e. Variation amonc; individual counties ranged 
from no chane;e in l1eigs County to an inc1·ease of 36 percent in Athens 
County. 
2. Total Marketings (1958-1959) 
The numbe:c of sheep and lambs marketed in Ohio in 1959 was esti-
mated at 737, 300 head (Table 13). This represented a decrease of 
2 percent, or 15,400 head, over 1958 sheep and lamb marketings. 
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Sub-area changes ran3ecl f:i.·om a decrease of 7 percent in sut-s.reas 
8 and 9 to en increase of 1 percent in sub-area 4. Sub-areas having 
the greo.·::.o:·::. c~ec:i.·eases ~re:i.·e sub-areas 2, 6, 8, and 9 with respective 
dec:;.·ease-: of L1. pe1·cent, 5 percent, 7 pe1·cent, and 7 percent. In sub-
area 1 theJ:e ;rere noout as many counties having increases as decreases, 
the changes being no Greater than 4 percent. In sub-area 2, all coun-
ties except Ottaua County had decreases up to 5 percent. ottawa 
County increaseli 18 percent in marketin~s of sheep and lambs. Coun-
ties in sub-area 3 rang~a from an increase of 3 percent in Columbi-
ana County to a decrease of 11 percent in Summit County. Sub-area 4 
and 5 's sheep anc1 lamb marketings remainecl about the same with most 
county chanses being about l percent. 
All counties in sub-areas 6, 7, 8, and 9 had decreased sheep and 
lamb ma1·ketinc;.'3 ranginG doun to 17 percent in Lawrence County. Based 
on the above ~iscussion, sheep production is decreasing slowly in Ohio 
with the southe:;.·n an<l eastern sections of the state showing the greater 
d.ecreases. 
3. Marketin;~s pe:;.· Square Mile (1950-1958) 
The numbe1· of' sheep marketed per square mile in Ohio increased 
bet11een 1950 and 1958. Table 14 shows that in 1950 there was an aver-
a3e of 14 Ghce:9 ma:i.·keted per square mile in the state as a whole. The 
highest concentra.tion of sheep marketings \las 27 head per square mile 
in sub-area 5. Sub-al·eas 2 and 4 also had high concentrations, with 
21 and 20 heac1, respectively, being marketed per square mile. Sub-
area 6 arnl 9 hac" .. ma:.t.°lcetings per square mile 11hich were about equal to 
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Table 14 
l'Tumbe:..A of Sheep anc1 Lambs Marketed per Square Mile, 
by Sub-a .. :ea, Ohio, 1950, 1958 anl 1959 
(Rounded to the nearest head) 
Sub-area 1950 1958"' 1959 
1 (N. ~!est) 11 12 12 
2 (r. Cent) 21 30 29 
3 (TJ. Ee.st) 3 6 5 
4 (F. Cent) 20 27 27 
5 (Cent_o..l) 27 35 35 
6 ('i' ..... Cent) lL~ 16 15 
7 (S. rrest) 12 18 17 
8 (s. Cent) l~ 6 6 
9 (S. East) 13 16 14 
Ohio lLJ. 18 18 
Sou:·ce: De~iveQ from Table 13 and Chart 1 
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that fm· the state. Sub-areas 3 and 8 had. the lowest concentrations 
of ma1"ketinc;s, 1:rith 3 ancl L~ head, respectively, being marketed per 
square mile. 
In 1958, Ohio farme.L·s marketed. an avera3e of 18 sheep per square 
mile, an increase of L1. head per square mile over 1950. Sub-area l's 
mar·ketings per square mile increased to 12 head per square mile. Sub-
areas 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9 had respective sheep marketings of 30, 27, 
35, 16, ancl 18 and 16 head per square mile, all of which we•:'e increa-
ses ove1' marketin.::-;.s in 1950. Sub-area 3 and 8 had increased market-
ings but 11ere still ver·y 1011 11ith only 6 sheep being marketed per square 
mile. 
4. Marketin,~s per Square l\'iile ( 1958-1959) 
The mui1bel' of sheep and lambs marketec1 per square mile in Ohio 
in 1959 _,·_m8.~_necl cons·cant at 18 head pe1· square mile (Table 14). Mar-
ketin~s pe:: r~qua:ce mile remained the same, in 1958 and 1959 as in sub-
area 1, 4, 5, and 8, o~ decreased in the number marketed per square 
mile. Sub-area 9 ha~ a decrease of 2 head per square mile and sub-
areas 2, 3, 6, anc1 7 hac.1 a decrease of 1 head per square mile. 
In 1959, sheep an~ lamb marketings 11ere still concentrated primar-
ily in sub-areas 2, Li., an('t. 5 where 29, 27, and 35 head of sheep and 
lambs, respectively, '::e:;:e marketed pe.L~ square mile. 
D. Summa:cy 
The most significant trend that occurred between 1950 and 1958 
was the larger increase in the concentration of sheep production in 
sub-areas 2, 3, anu 7. These sub-areas had large increases in sheep 
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population, total sheep marketings and sheep marketinei;s per square 
mile. Sub-a~eas 4 ~D- 5 also had substantial increases in the con-
centration oi' sheep production even thou3h the percentage increases 
in sheep population anc1 marketings 11ere not as large as in some other 
areas. Sheep p1·0C::.uction "became less concentJ.ated in sub-a:reas 1,6, 
and 9, as eviuenced by less than proportional changes in the number 
of sheep on farms anc the number marketea. Sub-area 3 became only 
sli~htly rlo_e concentrateu--as measured by the number of sheep mar-
kete·1 pe_· square mile--even though it ::..·ealized .relatively large per-
centage increases in its sheep population and marketings. 
In 1959, the concentJ.ation of sheep production remained rela-
tively unchan~ed compared to 1958. 
The proc'luction of shee')? and lambs in 1959 was still concentra-
ted primarily in sub-i:u·eas 2, 4, and 5. Sub-areas 3 and 8 11ere rela-
tively unim:portant as sheep and lamb producing areas. 
SECTION V 
Tr~rrns II! THE MATIKETING UNITS AVAILABLE IN OHIO 
Sections I throu:;h IV dealt with an analysis of the trenrl.s in 
the concent~ation of livestock production and marketings by sub-areas 
and counties of Ohio. In this section, in order to give an idea of 
the revenue available to livestock marketing agencies in the form 
of marketing char:::;es th:c'OUgh the sale .. of' livestock by Ohio farmers 
in the various Ohio sub-areas and counties, the number of cattle, 
calves, hO:Js, and sheep marketed were converted into a common unit 
callec1 the marketinQ; unit and derived as c1escribed in the introduc-
tion of this circular on page 12. 
T110 sets of charc;es \.'ere used in calct:lating the marketing 
uni ts, the i:.e:nninal cha:..·13es and the inte1·ior market in~ charges 
(Table 15). These charc;;es were then usecl to letermine the number of 
calves, ho,_,::-,, anc~ sheep :i:equired to comprise a marketing unit as 
sho•m in Table 16. 
The ma.d~eting cho.1'.:;es used to calculate the number of each spe-
cies per· ma1·l~eting unit ·re re 1957 figures. Although the charges have 
increased ::i:lnce 1957, increases were assumed to have the same relative 
relationship in 1950, 1958 an~ 1959 as in 1957- Therefore the number 
of heac1 pe2." marketinc; unit for each species was considered to be the 
same in 1950, 1958 and 1959 as in 1957. 
The terminal ma:cket charges were used to calculate the market-
ing units f01~ the foll01ring counties: Lorain, Medina, Summit, Portage, 
Mahoning, Cuyahoga, Geauga, Trumbull, Lake, and Ashtabula Counties in 
TABLE 15 
1 o, 1cotin::; Cha_·i:;es per Head by Species at Interior Markets and at 
Cincinnatl an_' Cleveland Terminal Markets, Ohio, 1957 
!'fa.cketing Charge per Head 
Species 1nterior Ma:tkets Cleveland Cincinnati 
Selling Ya1'c'age Total Sellin3 Ya1·dage T t 1 SellingYardage Total Con:m. Comm. 0 a Corr.m. 
Cattle ':)l .45 ~p .60 ;:)2 .05 $1.35 ~l). 95 $2.30 $1.20 $.92 :,)2 .. 12 
Calves .75 ,35 1.10 .65 .50 1.15 .60 .44 
Hogs .30 .20 .50 .35 .11-0 .75 .36 .30 
Sheep .25 .15 .40 .33 .22 .55 .35 .23 
TABLE 16 
Total Marketing CharGe pe:t Head by Species at Interior Markets an 1 at 
Cleveland an1 Cincinnati Terminal Markets and Number of Head per 
Ma:dcetin::; Unit by Species for Interior and Terminal Market 
Areas,!/ Ohio, 1957 
Interior Narkets Cleveland Cincinnati 
1.04 
.66 
.58 
Species Number o.L head Number of head Number of head 
Total per marketing Total per marketing Total per marketing 
Charg~ Unit Charge Unit Charge Unit 
Cattle 2.05 1 2.30 1 2.12 1 
Calves 1.10 2 1.15 2 1.04 2 
Hogs .50 4 .75 3 .66 3 
Sheep .40 5 .55 4 .58 4 
y Coun·cies in Cleveland Terminal area: Lorain, Mahoning, Lake, Medina, 
Cuyahoga, .:;htabula, Stumnit, Geauga, Portage, Trumbull. 
Counties .i..n Cir.clnnati Terminal area: Butler, Hamilton, BroFn, Warren, 
Clermont. 
Source: Derived from Table 15 
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the Clevelancl terminal area, Butler, Warren, Hamilton, Clermont, 
and Bro;m in the Cincinnati terminal area. In these counties, three 
hogs or one heac!. of' cattle constituted one marketing unit-similarly, 
two calves or four sheep. Terminal market charges were used for 
these counties because the majority of the livestock produced in 
these counties is marketed through the terminal markets. 
Marketin3 charges assessed by auction markets and local or con-
centration ya:cds 11ere used to calculate marketing uni ts for the remain-
ing Ohio counties. In these counties, one haad of cattle, two calves, 
four hogs, or five sheep constituted one marketing unit.!/ 
The marketing units of each species of livestock for each county 
were deriveu by dividing the number of the species marketedg/ by 
the numbe:i.. of the species comprising one marketing unit.2./ Since 
some of the ~ub-areas had counties both in the terminal market areas 
and the interior market a:i..·ea, the marketing units of an inc'l.ividual spe-
cies for any of the sub-areas is the total of the marketing units of 
the particular species in each of the counties located in the sub-area 
(Tables 17 and 18). For example, the total hog marketing units in 
sub-a:r:ea 1 uoulc1 be the tc;cal of the hog marketing uni ts in each of 
17 It · xas thought best to 1·ound the data rather than leave one head of 
cattle, l.8 calves or 4.1 hogs etc. comprising a marketing unit. 
2/ Marketin3s used in the calculation of marketings units 11ere un-
rounded marketing figures. 
3/ ror example, if one of' the counties other than a county in a ter-
minal market area, had 20,000 hogs, then the marketing units would be 
derived by dividing 20,000 by four giving 5,000 hog marketing units 
in the county. 
Table 17 
Number of Cattle and Calf Marketing Units in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and 
Percentage Change 1950-1958 and 1958-1959, by Sub-areas, Ohio 
(Marketing units rounded to nearest hundred units; change rounded to the nearest percent) 
- Cattle Calves 
Sub-area Number of Marketing Units Percent Change NUinber of Marketing Units Percent Change 
' 1950 1958 1959 1950-1958 1958-1959 1950 - • 1958 1959 1950-1958 1958-1959 
1 (N. \Jest) 44,600 78,300 82,200 +76 +5 19,400 16,100 16,900 -17 +5 
2 (N. Cent) 41,600 69,500 72,300 +67 +4 18,100 14,200 14,900 -22 + 5 
3 (N. East) 59,400 93,700 96,500 +58 +3 25,800 19,200 19,800 -26 -t-3 
4 (H. Cent) 56,500 93,200 94,100 +65 +1 24,500 19,200 19,400 -22 +l 
5 (Central) 73,500 126,300 126,300 +72 0 31,900 26,000 26,000 -18 0 
6 (E: Cent) 351100 52,600 53,700 +50 +2 15,300 l0,800 11,000 -29 ~2 
7 (s: Hest) 38,600 66,600 63,900 +73 -4 16,800 13,700 13,100 -18 -4 
8 (s: Cent) 32,400 51,300 50,800 +58 -1 14,100 io,500 lo,4oo -26 -1 
9 (s. East) 47,300 71,900 70,500 +52 -2 20,600 14 1 800 14,500 ~28 -2 
Ohio 429,000 703,400 710,300 •64 +1 186,500 144,500 i46,ooo -23 •l 
Source: Appendix Table K 
~able 18 
Number of Hogs and Sheep Marketing Units in 1950, 1958, and i959 and 
Percentage Change 1950-195-:.. and 19~~-19591 by Su'bai:tI'eEJ.§1 Ohio 
__ ~ \Marketin~ units rounded to nearest huro:l:red units; ahMge rounded to the neares~ percent) 
Sheep Hogs 
sub-area Number of' Marketing Units Percent Ct1ange im1c1:t .. Y~ ~ ... :The L·J_q:; i0 ni Gb l 1..,n!euG 1.i!lffi1ge 
.L']')V J.9')8 ..L':::l'J'::I J..'.::15v-::.s .1..9'58-5'.::I I95u .L;d3' l.'f)'.::J ly)u-:;E I;J)8-'J'F 
l (N. West) 138,000 118,700 131,700 -14 +11 11,100 11,800 11,800 t.6 0 
2 (N. Cent) 102,600 92,400 99,700 -10 + 8 17,800 25,500 24,500 +43 -4 
3 (N. :e;ast) 57,100 48,100 50,000 -16 + 4 4,600 7,300 7,200 +59 -1 
4 ('.l, Cent) 184,500 159,200 173,600 -14 + 9 16,200 21,,800 22,100 +35 ·rl 
5 (C'="ntTal) 280,100 253,300 268,500 -10 + 6 31,9co 41,600 41,700 +30 +l 
6 (E. Cent) 38,000 32,600 34,200 -14 + 5 9,200 10,100 9,600 +10 .. 5 
7 (s. ·rest) 223,500 214,400 218,100 - 4 + 2 8,700 13,300 12,900 +53 -3 
8 (s. Cent) 75,000 58,000 58,600 -23 + 1 3,700 5,100 4,800 +38 -6 
9 (s. Eas~) 40,800 29,100 30,800 -29 + 6 13,900 16,400 15,200 1-18 -7 
Ghio i)139,600 i,005,eoo 1,065,200 -12 + 6 117,100 152,900 149,800 di -2 -
Source: Appendix Table K 
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the coun~ie: in sub-area 1. 
The total ma_·keting uni ts for each county uas the total of the 
number of marketin3 units of each species in the county. For example, 
total marketing units for a county would be the total of the cattle, 
calf, hog, and sheep and lamb marketing units in the county. (For 
marketing units by species in each county see Appendix table K). The 
sum of the total marketing units in each county ·will then give sub-
area and state total marketing ~ (Table 19). 
A. Total Marl:eting Units 
Percentage chan3e between 1950 an, 1958 and bet11een 1958 and 1959 
~as calculated to give an estimation of changes in livestock market-
ing that have been takin.3 place in the state of Ohio. As would be 
expected, the percentaGe change in marketing units of the individual 
species for the sub-areas, or counties, for the two periods mentioned 
above, '•as the same as the percentage change in the marketings of each 
specie3 in the respective sub-area or counties.!_/ A 14 percent decrease 
in ho3 r.1c._!:etings in sub-area 1 between 1950 and 1958 resulted in a 
14 percent decrease in hog marketing units in sub-area 1 over the same 
period of time. 
Percentage chan3e ·11as calculated for total marketing uni ts for each 
county, sub-a:.·ea, an-1 the state for the tuo periods, 1950-1958 and 1958-
1959, in orde1· to present trends that have taken place in the total 
volume of ma::keting units available to marketing agencies from Ohio 
farms. 
_!) Slight discrepencies in percentage change are due to rounding error. 
1. 1950-1958 
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The ove1·all state increase in total marketing units was 7 per-
cent bet•reen 1950 ancl 1958 or an actual increase of 134,ooo market-
ing units. Sub-areas 1, 4, and 8 were the only sub-areas below the 
state averaGe and sub-areas 5 and 7 had the same percentage change 
as the average percentage change for the state. 
Fo:~ the state as a uhole, calf marketing units U.ecreasel by 
42,000 marketing units and hog marketing units decreased by 133,800 
marketin3 units from 1950 to 1958 or a decrease of 175,800 marketing 
units .fo1· calves and hogs. During this same period cattle marketing 
units increnoed by 274,400 marketing units and sheep marketing units 
increased by 35,800 marketing units or an increase of 310,200 market-
ing units for cattle and sheep. 
This amounts to a net increase of 176,400 marketing units between 
1950 and 1958. Comparing these changes in marketing units with actual 
changes in the number of head for the same periol would show calf mar-
ketings ci.O'un 83, 900 heaL~ and hog marketings dovm 513, 900 head, or a 
decrease of 597,800 hea~ of calves anl bogs. Cattle marketings inc-
reased 274,400 heac'. o.m~ shee:p marketings increased 174, 700 head, or 
an increase of 449,100 head of cattle and sheep. This would be a 
net decrease of 148,700 head of livestock. From the above data it is 
evid.ent that it is possible to have a decrease in the number of 
bead of livestock but still have an increase in the number of market-
ing units. 
All sub-areas increased in cattle and sheep marketing units and 
decreased in calf and hog marketing units in 1958 compared to 1950. 
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Also, all sub-areas had net increases in total marketing units 
except sub-a:·ea 8 vhich hacl decreased total marketing units of one 
percent. The highest percentage increase uas in sub-area 3, the North 
Central sub-area of the state, with an increase of 15 percent. In 
sub-area 3 thG percenta:::;e changes in marketing units for each species 
were increases of 58 and 59 percent for cattle and sheep respectively, 
dec~eases of 26 anu 16 percent for calves and hogs respectively. 
Sub-e.._'ec~ 8, uhich had a decrease in total marketing uni ts of one 
percent, hac: inc1'eased cattle and sheep marketing units of 58 an l 38 
percent i~espectively but these increases uere offset by respective 
decreases of 26 percent ancl 23 percent in calf an-, hog marketing uni ts . 
It may seem to the reader that there should have been an increase 
in marketing units as the increases of 58 percent and 38 percent uould 
be thought to outueigh the decreases of 26 percent and 23 percent. 
However, the actual fiGu14 es in sub-area 8 uere as follows: 
Actual increase in cattle marketing units .•...•..•. 18,900 
Actual increase in sheep marketing units ........... 1,400 
Actual inc1~ease in sheep and cattle marketing units20,300 
Actual dec:cease in hog marketing units .••..•.•...•. 17,000 
Actual dec1"ease in calf marketing units •.•.••.•.... 3,600 
Actual C'_ecrease in hog and calf marketing units .••. 20,600 
A simple example may serve to give some explanation; an increase 
from 10 to 20 11ould be a 100 percent increase, an increase from 100 to 
110 would be a 10 percent increase and an increase of 1000 to 1010 would 
be a 1 percent increase. Even though the actual change was 10 in each 
case the pe_centage increase decreased as the numbers between which the 
percenta·;c change 11as calculated increased. 
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For in._:ivic1ual county comparisons as to total marketing units in 
1950, 1958 nm.'"\. 1959 see Appendix Table L. 
Table 19 
Total Marketin3 Uni·cs in 1950, 1958 ancl 1959 and Percentage 
Change 1950-1958 and 1958-1959, by Sub-areas, Ohio 
(Marketing Units rounded to nearest hundred units; change rounded 
nearest :percent) 
to 
Total Marketing Units Percentage Change 
Sub-area 1950 1959 1959 1950-58 1958-59 
l (F. Uest) 213,100 224,900 242,600 6 8 
2 (N. Cent) 180,100 201,600 211,400 12 5 
3 (N. East) 11~6, 900 168,300 173,500 15 3 
4 (H. Cent) 281,700 293,400 309,200 4 5 
5 (Central) 417,400 447,200 462,500 7 3 
6 (E. Cent) 97,600 106,100 108,500 9 2 
7 (S. \lest) 287,600 308,000 308,000 7 0 
8 (S. Cent) 125,200 124,900 124,600 -1 -1 
9 (8. .,~ ·t) ....!,r(,...,.;> 122,600 132z200 1312000 8 -1 
Ohio l: '·,' ·::,. 2CO 2,006,600 2,071,300 7 3 
Source: Derived from Appendix Tables K. 
2. 1958-1959 
For the state as a 1;hole the number of marlteting units was 3 :i;ier-
cent greater in 1959 than in 1958 or an actual increase of 64,700 mar-
keting unitG. All sub-areas in the northern two-thirds of Ohio (sub-
67 
areas 1 through 6) had a greater number of total marketing units in 
1959 than in 1958. The highest percentage increase was eight percent 
in sub-area 1 and the lovest "!'Zas two percent in sub-area 6. Sub-
areas in the southern half of the state (sub-areas 7, 8, and 9), how-
ever, either had decreased marketing units or, as in the case of sub-
area 8, remained the same. 
Cattle, calf and sheep marketing units decreased in each of the 
three southern sub--areas (sub-areas 7, 8, and 9). In sub-areas 1 
through 6 cattle and calf marketing units increased or remained the 
same, but sheep marketing uni ts increased only in sub-areas 4 and 5. 
Hog marketing units increased in all sub-areas. 
All counties in the northern two-thirds of the state, except 
Cuyahoga County, had increases in total marketing units in 1959. These 
increases ranged from ten percent in Williams County to no change in 
Lake, Trumbull and Belmont Counties. 
Counties in sub-areas 7, 8, and 9 were fairly well divided as to 
increases and decreases in marketing units; 13 counties had decreases 
with the largest decrease being 5 percent in Hamilton County; 8 coun-
ties had increases of 1 or 2 percent; and 6 counties had no change 
(see Appendix Table L). 
B. Marketing Units per Square Mile 
Table 20 is essentially a SUlllillary of the concentration of live-
stock available to marketing agencies and gives some indication of how 
many livestock markets can be st:p.ported in the different areas. Since 
the data is in a common unit which is the marketing unit, there is no 
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need to calculate charges for each species to estimate the tctRl rev-
enue available frcm the sale of livestock in the area. However, if a 
marketing agency is interested only in one or two species of livestock, 
then the data in Table 20 would not be as valuable as would be tb.e tables 
in the previous sections pertaining to the individual species and 
Tables 17 and 18 showing the marketing units for the individual species. 
The state average was 46 marketing units per square mile in 1$ o, 
49 in 1958 and 51 in 1959. Marketing units per square mile were great-
est in sub-area 7 in each of the three years, 1950, 1958, and 1959 with 
respective marketing units per square mile ot: 83, 89, and 89. Sub-areas 
4 and 5 ~.'ere the only two other sub-areas that were above the state aver-
age in each of the three years used in this study. The other six sub-
areas were below the state average in each of the three years with sub-
areas 3, 8, and 9 being the lowest three sub-areas. 
Table 20 also showed that the eastern third to one-half of the 
state had the lm1est number of marketing uni ts per square mile and the 
west central. and southwest areas of the state had the greatest number 
pe!r square mile. 
1. 1950-1958 
Marketing units per square mile were greater in all sub-areas except 
sub-area 8 which remained the same in both years having 31 marketing 
units per squal~e mile. Sub-area 7 had the greatest number of marketing 
units in both 1950 and 1958 with 83 and 89 units respectively. Sub-area 
9 had the lmrest number of marketing units per square mile, 23 in 1950 
and 25 in 1958. In addition to subwarea 9, marketing units per square 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
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Table 20 
Total Marketing Units per Square Mile, by 
Sub-area, Ohio, 1950, 1958 and 1959 
Sub-area 1950 1958 
(N~ \lest) 44 46 
(N • Cent) 43 48 
(N. East) 25 29 
(w. Cent) 70 73 
(Central.) 69 74 
(E. Cent) 30 33 
(s. TJest) 83 89 
(s. Cent) 31 31 
(s. East) 23 25 
Ohio 46 49 
Source: Derived from Table 19 and Chart 1 
1959 
50 
50 
30 
77 
77 
33 
89 
31 
25 
51 
mile were also lov in sub-areas 3 and 6 (see Table 20) thus com-
prising the eastern third of the state. 
2. 1958-1959 
The sub-areas remained the same or increased in 1959 relative to 
the marketing units in 1958. Incraases were evident in sub-areas 1, 
2, 3, ~-, and 5, most of the northern half of the state, while the re-
mainder of the sub-areas stayed about the same. The eastern third 
or more of the state could also be included as staying about the same 
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since the increase in sub-area 3 was only one marketing unit per square 
mile. 
C. Summary 
Acco1°ding to this study hogs made up a greater part of the mar-
keting units of the state in each of the three years, 1950, 1958 and 
1959 than aid cattle, calves or sheep and lambs. Hog marketing units 
were greater in all sub-areas exce:::; sub-areas 3 and 9 in 1950. (Tables 
17 and 18 Ap:penclix Table K). In these t-.10 sub-areas cattle marketing 
units 11ere g1·eater than ho..; marketing units. In 1958 and 1959 cattle 
marketin::; units were also greater than hog marketing units in sub-area 
6 as well as in sub-areas 3 and 9. Thus the entire eastern one-third 
of the state had a greater number of cattle marketing units in 1958 and 
1959 than of hog marketing units. Not only were cattle marketing units 
greate~ than hog marketing units but the number of cattle marketing 
units sainerl. lelative to hog marketing units. CCLlf and sheep market-
ing units '1e1·e relatively lover than those of cattle and hogs. (For 
county a.ata as to marketing units see Appendix Tables K and L). 
Total marl:eting units for the state ue1~e greater in 1958 than in 
1950 an-1. grea.ter ~ .. 1 1959 than in 1958. Increases were also evident in 
all sub-areas of the northern two-thirds of the state (sub-areas 1, 2, 
3, ~-, 5 and 6) in each perioi..1 (Table 19). In the three sot'..thern sub-
areas, sub-areas 7 and 9 had increased marketing units between 1950 
and 1958 but decreased as did sub-area 9 or remained the same as did 
7 between 1958 and 1959. Sub-area 8 decreased between 1950 and 1958 
and. also betveen 1958 and 1959. 
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Sub-areas 1, 2, L~} 5 and 7 had over 200,000 total marketing units 
in 1959. Sub-area 5 uas high with about 450,000 units and sub-areas 4 
and 7 'Tere also hi3h 'Tith about 300,000 marketing units. These sub-areas 
comprise the northuestern, central, and southwestern sections of the 
state. The southeastern and eastern sections of' the state (sub-areas 
3, 6, 8 and 9) tend to be staying about the same or decreasing in 
total livestock. 
Data presented in this section shovs that cattle production is inc-
reasing in the eastern and southeastern areas of the state while hog pro-
duction is shifting to the 11estern anl central areas. 
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Table A 
;·umber of cattle, Ho&·s and Stock Shsep on Farms January 1, 
United States and Ohio, Annually, 1925-1959 
(Thousand head) 
United States Ohio 
Year 
cattle;];/ Hogs fl Stock Cattle17 Horsg7 Stock Sheep3/ Shee:eJ/ 
1925 63,373 55, 770 34,469 1,653 2,440 1, 745 
1926 60,576 52,105 35,719 1,620 2,220 1,753 
1927 58,178 55,496 38,067 1,604 2_,398 1,823 
1928 57,322 61,873 40,689 1,588 2,638 1,866 
1929 58,877 59,042 43,481 1,620 2,562 1,885 
1930 61,003 55,705 45,577 1,680 2,462 1,945 
1931 63,030 54,835 47,?20 1,680 2,330 2,060 
1932 65,801 59,301 47,682 1,780 2,485 2,115 
1933 70,280 62,127 47,303 1,864 3,130 2,175 
1934 74,369 58,621 48,244 1,930 3,035 2,228 
1935 68,846 39,066 46,139 1,951 2,160 2,256 
19~6 67,847 42,975 45,435 1,991 2,333 2,230 
1937 66,098 43,083 45,251 1,951 2,660 2,010 
1938 65,249 44,525 44,972 1,932 2,607 2,010 
1939 66,029 50,012 45,463 1,991 2,800 1,920 
1940 68,309 61,165 46,266 2,029 3,420 1,920 
1941 71,755 54,353 47,441 2,070 3,181 1,901 
1942 76,025 60,607 49,346 2,132 3,181 1,939 
1943 81,204 73,881 48,196 2,196 3,563 1,958 
1944 85,334 83,741 L~4,270 2,262 4,133 1,625 
1945 85,573 59,373 39,609 2,239 3,182 1,430 
1946 82,235 61,306 35,525 2,172 3,182 1,258 
1947 80,554 56,810 31,805 2,150 3,118 1,132 
1948 77 ,171 54,590 29,486 2,128 2,962 1,053 
1949 76,830 56,257 26,940 2,107 2,962 979 
19.50 77,963 58,937 26,182 2,107 3,051 940 
19.51 82,083 62,269 27,251 2,170 3,173 940 
1952 88,072 62,117 27,944 2,235 3,014 987 
1953 94,241 51,755 27,593 2,347 2,502 1,036 
1954 95,679 45,114 27,079 2,1+17 2,302 1,036 
19.55 96,592 50,474 27,137 2,369 2,578 1,046 
1956 96,804 55,173 27,Cl2 2,416 2,836 1,036 
1957 94,502 51,703 26,538 2,416 2,666 l,046 
1958 93,967 51,559 27,390 2,344 2,479 1,077 
1959 96,851 57,201 28,364 2,367 2,628 l,o.55 
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Table A (Continued) 
1/ All Cattle and calves. ii Hogs and pigs. 
11 Includes all sheep and lambs except those on feed. 
Source: UNITED STATES - United States Department of Agriculture, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, Livestock and Meat Statistics 1957, 
Statistical Bulletin No. 230, pages 2-4, Tables 3,4,and 5, July, 1958, 
United states Government Printing Office, TTashin€tOn 25, D. c. 
United States Department of Agriculture, Africultural Marketing 
Service, Livestock and Poultry Inventory, January 1, 1959, page 9, 
United States Government Printing Office, rrashington 25, D. c. 
OHIO - Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station, Ohio Agricultural 
Statistics 1940-1941, pages 48, 59, 64; 1942-1946, pages 68, 81, Be; 
1949-19~0, page 27; 1951-1952, page 25; 19~3-19~4, page 26; 1955-1956, 
page 28. 
Ohio Agricultural Tixperiment Station, Ohio A~ricultural Statis-
tics--County rstimates, 1957, 1958, 1959. 
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Table B 
number of Livestock Earketed, by Specie.s, Annually, 1930-1959, Ohio 
(Thousand head) 
Year cattle Calves Hog-s Sheep and Lambs 
Total Lambs Sheep 
1930 283 434 2,871 1,001 f60 141 
1931 268 424 2,797 1,078 cB5 193 
1932 310 393 3,011 1,230 1,028 202 
1933 311 425 3,597 1,210 1,002 208 
19.34 328 522 3,281 1,204 1,051 153 
193.5 460 377 2,401 1,375 1,103 272 
1936 490 418 2,788 1,369 969 400 
1937 498 399 3,188 1,171 983 188 
1938 466 382 3,396 1,298 1,033 265 
1939 513 391 3,658 1,188 984 204 
1940 49.5 394 4,469 1,221 1,009 212 
1941 459 402 4,189 1,100 954 146 
1942 490 404 4,514 1,133 956 177 
1943 504 384 4,817 1,376 999 377 
1944 513 488 5,301 1,086 772 314 
194.5 555 464 4,021 1,024 689 335 
1946 560 421 4,207 )69 737 232 
1947 464 471 4,141 783 615 168 
1948 502 407 4,195 627 482 145 
1949 503 407 4,482 743 606 137 
1950 429 373 4,423 578 494 84 
1951 472 310 4,846 473 448 25 
1952 530 280 4,537 582 516 66 
1953 600 301 3,948 757 665 92 
1954 698 340 3,827 730 644 86 
1955 664 316 4,146 767 670 97 
1956 735 324 4,385 771 681 90 
1957 725 298 4,204 731 659 72 
19.58 703 289 3,909 753 
1959 710 292 4,144 737 
Source: Ohio Agricultural Fxperiment Stat.ion, nhio Apricultural 
Statistics 1940-1941, pages 51, 60, 67; 1942-1946, pages 71, 82, 91; 
1949-19~0, pages 34, 36, 37; 19.51-19.52, pages 32, 34, 35; 1953-1954, 
pages 36, 37, 38; 1955-19;6, pnges ;6, 37, 38, United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Agricultural Harketing Service, Livestock and 
Neat Statistics 1957, pages 38, 40, 42, 44, 48, Tables 43, 45, 47, 
49, ~l, ~3, July, 1958, United States Government Printinf Office, 
i 1Tashington 25, D. C. 
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Table C 
l'ieat Consumption in the United .States, 1925 to 1959 
(Pounds per capita) 
Year Beef Veal Lamb and i Iu t ton Perk 
1925 59.5 8.6 5.2 66.8 
1926 60.3 8.2 5.4 64.l 
1927 54.5 7.4 5.3 67.7 
1928 48.7 6.5 5.5 70.9 
1929 49.7 6.3 5.6 69.6 
1930 48.9 6.4 6.7 67.0 
1931 48.6 6.6 7.1 68.4 
1932 46.7 6.6 7.1 70.7 
1933 51.5 7.1 6.8 70.7 
15'34 6J.8 9.4 6.J 64.4 
1935 53.2 8.5 7.3 48.4 
1936 6o.5 8.4 6.6 55.l 
1937 55.2 8.6 6.6 55.8 
1938 54.4 7.6 6.9 58.2 
1939 54.7 7.6 6.6 64.7 
1940 54.9 7.4 6.6 73.5 
1941 60.9 7.6 6.8 68.4 
19L~2 61.2 8.2 7.2 6J.7 
1943 53.3 8.2 6.4 7A.9 
1944 55.6 12.4 6.7 79.5 
1945 59.4 11.9 7.3 66.6 
1946 61.6 10.0 6.7 75.8 
1947 69.6 10.8 5.3 69.6 
1948 63.l 9.5 5.1 67.8 
1949 63.9 B.9 4.1 67.7 
1950 63.4 8.o 4.o 69.2 
1951 56.l 6.6 J.4 71.9 
1952 62.2 7.2 4.2 72.4 
1953 77.6 9.5 4.7 63.5 
1954 80.l 10.0 4.6 60.0 
1955 82.0 9.4 4.6 66.8 
1956 85.4 9.5 4.4 67 .4 
19.57 84.5 B.8 4.2 61.5 
1958 80.5 6.8 4.1 6o.5 
19.59(forecast) 79.0 6.8 4.2 66.o 
Source: United States Department o.f L\fTicul ture, Agricultural 
narket ing Service, Livestock and Heat Statistics 19.57, Stat. Bul. No. 
230, page 283, July, 1958. Livestock and Meat Situation, pafe 6, 
November 1958, u. s. Government Printing OfJice, Hashinfton 25, D. c. 
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Tables D, E, and F have been omitted to reduce printing costs. 
The sources of the information presented in the omitted tables are 
given below. 
Table j) 
Source: United States Department of Africulture, Africultural 
Irarketing Service, Ohio Agricultural rxperiment Station, Ohio 
Agricultural Statistics - County Fstimates, 1950, 1958, 1959, Ohio 
Crop Reporting Service, Columbus, Ohio. 
Table E 
Source: United States Depart11ent of Agriculture, 11.~ricultural 
11arketing Service, Ohio Agricultural tixperiment Station, Ohio 
A~ricultural Statistics - County rstimates, 1950, 1958, 1959, Ohio 
Crop Reporting Service, Columbus, Ohio 
Table F 
Source: United States Department of A@riculture, Africultural 
tiarketing Service, Ohio Af-ricultural Experiment Station, Ohio 
Agricultural 3tatistics - county Estimates, 1950, 1958, 1959, Ohio 
crop Rerorting Service, Columbus, Ohio. 
78 
Table; G 
Number of Cattle :iarketed in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and :'.'ercentafe 
Chanfe in the Number l'[arketed from 1950 to 1958 and 1958 
to 1959, by Counties and Sub-areas, Ohio 
Number marketed PercEntage change 
Sub-area 19::>0 19::>1:) 19::>9 1950-:58 19:s;8-)9 
Allen 4,ICO 7,JCO 7,(CO +55 +5 
Defiance 3,200 5,300 5,500 +66 +4 
Fulton 5,500 12,300 13,100 +124 +6 
Hancock 6,ooo 9,600 10,000 +60 +4 
Henry 3,500 6,800 7,200 +94 +6 
Lucas 1,200 2,100 2,100 +75 0 
Paulding 2,000 2,800 2,900 +40 +4 
Putnam 5,400 9,000 9,400 +67 +4 
Van ''Tert 3,100 5,ooo 5,200 +61 +4 
1 'illiams 4,800 8,500 9,100 +77 +7 
1·Tood '"'.200 9,600 10,000 +85 +4 
Sub-area l 44,boo 78,JOO 82,200 +?ti +5 
Ashland 4,900 8,900 9,300 +82 +4 
Crawford 4,900 8,800 9,000 +80 +2 
Erie 1,900 3,200 J,400 +68 +6 
Huron 4,000 6,ooo 6,200 +50 +3 
Lorain 5,100 8,400 8,800 +65 +5 
Ottawa 1,,700 2,600 2,600 +53 0 
Richland 5,100 8,500 8,800 +67 +4 
Sandusky 4,600 8,ooo 8,400 +74 +5 
Seneca 5,500 9,100 9,600 +65 +5 
1,ryandot 3,900 6,ooo 6,200 +54 +3 
Sub-area 2 IiI,bOO b9,500 72,300 +"67 +4 
Ashtabula 7,600 12,000 12,400 +58 +3 
Columbiana 5,800 8,800 9,200 +52 +4 
Cuyahoga 700 600 600 -14 0 
Geauga 4,000 5,400 ·5,500 +35 +2 
Lake 800 1,000 1,000 +25 0 
Mahoning 4,400 6,700 6,700 +52 0 
Medina 5,900 9,800 10,000 +66 +2 
Portage 5,200 7,700 7,900 +48 +3 
Stark 7,000 11,500 12,000 +64 +4 
Summit 2,100 3,100 3,100 +48 0 
Trumbull 5,900 9,000 9,000 +52 0 
T1Tayne 10,000 18,100 19,100 +81 +6 
Sub-area 3 59,400 93,700 96,500 +58 +3 
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Ta~le G (8ontinued) 
County Number marke.ted Percentage change and l"Qrr 19)8 19)9 19)0-)8 19)8-)9 Sub-area -L./ _,. \.., 
Auglaize 5,200 8,300 8,400 +60 +l 
Champaign 7,000 12,600 12,800 +80 +2 
Clark 5,900 10,700 10,800 +81 +l 
Darke 8,900 13,800 13,900 +55 +l 
Hardin 4,800 8,500 8,600 +77 +l 
Logan 6,200 10,100 10,100 +63 0 
Herc er 6,900 10,700 10,700 +55 0 
iliami 5,900 9,300 9,600 +58 +3 
Shelby 5,700 9,200 9,200 +61 0 
Sub-area 4 )b,)00 93,200 94,100 +6) +1 
Delaware 6,500 9,900 10,100 +~2 +2 
Fairfield 7,700 13,300 13,300 +73 0 
Fayette 4,200 8,400 8,500 +100 +l 
Franklin 5,700 9,000 8,900 +5e -1 
Knox 6,700 10,600 10,800 +58 +2 
Licking 9,400 15,400 15,400 +64 0 
Eadison 5,500 11,300 11,100 +105 -2 
Har ion 4,000 7,000 6,800 +75 -3 
iiorrow 5,ooo 7,900 7,800 +58 -1 
Pickaway 6,800 13 ,JOO 13,100 +96 -2 
Ross 6,200 10,900 ll,2CO +76 +3 
Union 5,800 9,JCO 9,300 +60 0 
Sub-area 5 73,)00 126,300 126,300 +72 0 
Belmont 6,800 9,300 9,300 +37 0 
Carroll 4,200 6,600 6,700 +57 +2 
Coshocton 5,600 8,ooo 8,200 +43 +2 
Harrison 3,800 4,800 5,000 +26 +4 
Holmes 6,200 10,400 10,600 +68 +2 
Jefferson 2,800 4,300 4,400 +54 +2 
Tuscarawas 5,700 9,200 9,500 +61 +3 
Sub-area 6 3),100 )2,600 )J,(00 +)0 +2 
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Table G (Continued) 
County Number marketed Percentage chan~e and 
Sub-area 1950 1958 1959 1950-58 1958-59 
Butler 6,400 11,300 10,800 +77 
-4 
Clermont 4, 700 6,900 6,600 +47 
-4 
Clinton 4,200 8,400 8,100 +100 
-L 
Greene 4,700 8,900 8,Loo +89 -6 
Hamilton 2,600 3,600 3,4CO +38 -6 
Hontgomery 5,200 8,300 8,100 +60 -2 
Preble 5,700 10,300 9,900 +81 
-4 
Farren 5,100 8,900 8,600 +74 
-3 
Sub-area 7 Jl::l,600 bb,bOO 63,900 +'(2 -4 
Adams 4,800 7,600 7,800 +58 +3 
Brown 5,600 8,900 8,900 +59 0 
Gallia 4,300 6,900 6,800 +60 -2 
Highland 6,900 12,100 11,700 +75 -2 
Jackson 2,600 4,200 4,000 +62 -5 
Lawrence 2,700 4,ooo 4,000 +48 0 
Pike 2,400 3,400 3,400 +42 0 
Scioto 3,100 4,200 4,2CO +JS 0 
Sub-area 8 32,400 ~l,300 ~O,tlOO +~tl -1 
A.thens 4,200 6,500 6,300 +55 -3 
Guernsey 5,800 8,500 8,200 +47 -4 
Hocking 1,900 2,800 2,700 +47 -4 
Meigs 3,600 5,500 5,500 +53 0 
Monroe 4, 700 6,100 6,ooo +30 -2 
Morgan 4,400 6,800 6,500 +54 -4 
Muskingum 6,700 ll,5CO 11,400 +72 -1 
Noble 5,ooo 6,500 6,500 +30 0 
Perry 3,600 5,800 5,700 +61 -2 
Vinton 1,500 2,300 2,300 +53 0 
rvashington 5,900 9,600 9,400 +63 -2 
Sub-area 9 47,300 71,900 70,SOO +~2 -2 
Ohio 429,000 703,400 710,3CO +64 +l 
Source: Derived from Appendix Tables B and c. 
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Table H 
Number of Calves IIarketed in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and Percentage 
Change in the Number Marketed from 1950 to 1958 and 1958 
to 1959, by Counties and Sub-areas, Ohio 
County Number marketed Percentage change 
and 1750 19)8 19)9 19)0-)8 19)8-)9 Sub-area 
Allen 4,100 3,000 3,200 -27 +7 
Defiance 2,800 2,200 2,300 -21 +5 
Fulton 4,800 5,100 5,400 + 6 +6 
Hancock 5,200 3,900 4,100 -25 +5 
Henry 3,000 2,800 J,ooo 
- 7 +7 
Lucas 1,000 900 900 -10 0 
Paulding 1,800 1,200 1,200 
-33 0 
Putnam 4,700 3,700 3,800 -21 +3 
Van Wert 2,700 2,000 2,100 -26 +5 
1·Jilliams 4,200 3,500 3,700 -17 +6 
1Tood 4,Soo 3,900 4,100 -13 +5 
Sub-area l Jtl,tlOO 32,200 33,tlOO -17 +5 
Ashland 4,200 3,700 J,800 -12 +3 
Cra111ford 4,300 3,600 3,700 -16 +3 
Erie 1,700 1,300 1,400 -24 +8 
Huron 3,500 2,400 2,600 -31 +8 
Lorain 4,500 3,500 J,600 -20 +3 
Ottawa 1,400 1,100 1,100 -21 0 
Richland 4,400 J,5oo 3,600 -20 +3 
Sandusky 4,000 3,300 3,400 -17 +3 
Seneca 4,800 3,700 3,900 -23 +5 
Wyandot 3,400 2,$00 2,600 -26 +4 
Sub-area 2 36,200 2tl,600 29,700 -21 +4 
Ashtabula 6,600 4,900 5,100 -26 +4 
Columbiana 5,ooo 3,600 3,Boo -28 +6 
Cuyahoga 600 300 300 -so 0 
Geauga 3,500 2,200 2,200 -37 0 
Lake 700 400 400 
-43 0 
Mahoning 3,900 2,800 2,800 -28 0 
Medina 5,100 4,000 4,100 -22 +3 
Portage 4,500 3,200 3,200 -29 0 
Stark 6,100 4,700 4,900 -23 +4 
Summit 1,900 1,300 1,300 -32 0 
Trumbull 5,100 3,700 3,700 -27 0 
Wayne 8,700 7,400 7,800 -15 +5 
Sub-area 3 _1:,1, c(OO 3tl,~OO 39 ,600 -26 +3 
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Table H (Continued) 
County Number marketed Percentage change 
and 19~0 19>8 19)9 19)0-)8 19)8-)9 Sub-area 
Auglaize 4,600 3,400 3,400 -26 0 
Champaign 6,100 5,200 5,300 -15 +2 
Clark 5,100 4,400 4,500 -14 +2 
:;)arke 7,700 5,600 5,700 -27 +2 
Ertrdin 4,2CO 3,5CO 3,5CO -17 0 
Logan 5,400 4,200 4,100 -22 -2 
Mercer 6,ooo 4,400 4,400 -27 0 
Hiami 5,100 3,800 4,000 -25 +5 
Shelby 4,900 3,800 3,800 -22 0 
Sub-area 4 49,100 3tl,300 3CJ,'700 2'' 
- c:. +l 
Delaware 5,600 4,100 4,200 -27 +2 
Fair.field 6,700 5,500 5,500 -18 0 
Fayette 3,700 3,400 3,500 - 8 +3 
Franklin 5,000 3,700 3,600 -26 
-3 
Knox 5,800 L~,300 4,400 -26 +2 
Licking 8,100 6,300 6,400 -22 +2 
Madison 4,800 4,600 4,500 
- 4 -2 
Marion 3,500 2,900 2,800 -17 -3 
Morrow 4,300 3,300 3,200 -23 -3 
Pickaway 5,900 5,500 5,400 
- 7 -2 
Ross 5,4CO 4,500 4,600 -17 +2 
Union 5,ooo 3,800 3,800 -24 0 
Sub-area 5 63,tlOO ;,i,900 51,900 -19 0 
Belmont 5,900 3,800 3,Boo -36 0 
Carroll 3,600 2,700 2,800 -25 +4 
Coshocton 4,900 3,300 3,400 -33 +3 
Harrison 3,300 2,000 2,000 -39 0 
Holmes 5,400 4,300 4,400 -20 +3 
Jefferson 2,400 1,700 1,800 -29 +6 
Tuscarawas 5,ooo 3,800 3,900 -24 +3 
Sub-area 6 30,500 21,600 22,100 -29 +2 
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Table H (Continued) 
county Number marketed Percentage change and 
Sub-area 1950 1958 1959 1950-58 1958-59 
Butler 5,500 4,600 4,500 -16 -2 
Clermont 4,100 2,800 2,700 -32 -4 
Clinton 3,700 3,500 3,300 
- 5 -6 
Greene 4,100 3,700 3,500 -10 -5 
Hamilton 2$200 1,500 1,400 -32 -7 
:Montgomery 4,500 3,400 3,300 -24 -3 
Preble 5,ooo 4,200 4,100 -16 -2 
\,farren 4,500 3,700 3,500 -18 -5 
.Sub-area 7 33,600 27,400 26,300 -ll:J -4 
Adams 4,200 3,100 3,200 -26 +3 
Brown 4,Soo 3,700 3,700 -23 0 
Gallic: 3,700 2,800 2,800 -24 0 
Highland 6,ooo 5,ooo 4,800 -17 -4 
Jackson 2,300 1,700 1,700 -26 0 
Lawrence 2,300 1,700 1,600 -26 -6 
Pike 2,100 1,400 1,400 -34 0 
Scioto 2,700 1,700 1,700 -37 0 
Sub-area 8 21:!,100 21,100 20,900 -2.S -1 
Athens 3,700 2,700 2,600 -27 -4 
Guernsey 5,100 3,500 3,400 -31 -3 
Hocking 1,700 1,100 1,100 
-35 0 
Meigs 3,100 2,300 2,200 -26 -4 
Honroe 4,000 2,500 2,500 -37 0 
Morgan 3,900 2,800 2,700 -28 -3 
Muskingum 5,800 4,700 4,700 -19 0 
Noble 4,400 2,700 2,700 -39 0 
Perry 3,100 2,400 2,300 -23 -4 
Vinton 1,300 900 900 -31 0 
>rJas h ington 5,100 3,900 3,900 -24 0 
Sub-area 9 41,200 29,;ioo 29,000 -2tl -2 
Ohio 373,000 289,100 292,000 -22 +l 
Source: Derived from Appendix Tables B and D. 
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Table I 
11rumber o.f Hogs and Pigs .iarketed in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and 
Percentage Change in the Number Marketed .from 1950 to 1958, 
1958 to 1959, by Counties and Rub-areas, Ohio 
county Number marketer1. rercentage change and 
Sub-area 19!)0 19~8 19~9 i9>0-~8 19~8-~9 
Allen 67 ,500 52,500 57,700 -22 +10 
Defiance 28,600 2Lf,JOO 25,700 -15 + 6 
Fulton 69,900 61,700 68,400 -12 +11 
Hancock 91,800 82,600 90,900 -10 +10 
Henry 32,000 28,200 J0,800 -12 + 9 
Lucas 17,700 16,900 18,600 
- 5 +10 
Paulding 15 '700 11,400 12,300 -27 + 8 
Putnam 90,400 80,400 90,500 -11 +13 
Van 1Jert 32,000 24,100 27,600 -25 +14 
\Jilliams 62,soo 51,700 5C,5oo -17 +13 
\Toad 44,100 40,900 45,900 
- 7 +12 
Sub-area l ))2,200 4(4, (00 )2b,900 -14 +11 
Ashland 33,000 33,000 35,700 0 + 8 
C:r:awford 79,200 72,200 78,800 
- 9 + 9 
Erie 16,100 12,000 12,600 -25 + 5 
Huron 33,300 29,800 32,)00 -11 + 9 
Lorain 16' 700 14,000 14,800 -16 + 6 
Ottawa 8,500 6,900 7,600 -19 +10 
Richland 43,000 36,ooo 37,800 -16 + 5 
Sandusky 36,300 33,400 36,400 - 8 + 9 
Seneca 71,200 67,600 73,200 
- 5 + 8 
Wyandot 67,400 59,800 64,500 -11 + 8 
Sub-area 2 404,700 j64,700 393,900 -10 + tl 
Ashtabula 10,300 8,800 9,200 -15 + 4 
Columbiana 17,300 15,300 15,500 -12 + 1 
Cuyahoga 4,100 2,000 1,900 -51 
- 5 
Geauga 7,700 6,800 6,900 -12 + 1 
Lake 2,soo 1,600 1,600 -36 0 
Mahonir.g 11,700 9,900 10,400 -15 + 5 
Medina 19,900 l~,400 15, 700 -23 + 2 
Portage 14,900 12,000 12,500 -19 + 4 
Stark 32,900 25,900 27 ,Loo -21 + 6 
Summit 8,700 6,100 6,500 -30 + 6 
Trumbull 10,400 11,100 11,300 + 7 + 2 
~.Jayne 57,800 53,000 55,800 - 8 + 5 
Sub-area 3 198,200 167,900 174, '700 -15 + 4 
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Table I (Continued) 
County Number marketed Percentafe change and 
Sub-area 19)0 19)8 19)9 19)0-)8 19)8-59 
Auglaize 79,900 68,300 73,600 -15 + 8 
Champaign 96,100 76,500 84,200 -2\J +10 
Clark 91,000 80,000 88,100 -12 +10 
Darke 110,200 97 ,100 104,800 -12 + 8 
Hardin 91,800 74,300 80,900 -19 + 9 
Logan 60,000 48,700 53,500 -19 +10 
Mercer 100,300 97,100 io5,Soo 
- 3 + 9 
Miami 49,500 39,100 43,100 -21 +10 
Shelby 59,400 55,800 60,300 - 6 + 8 
Sub-area 4 73tl,200 bJ6,900 694,300 -14 + 9 
Delaware 55,700 47,800 50,000 -14 + 5 
Fa'_°i'field 89,400 86,300 91,500 
- 4 + 6 
Fayette 169,600 178,800 188,900 + 5 + 6 
Franklin 66,500 59,300 60,900 -11 + 3 
I~nox 56 ,100 46,800 50,800 -17 + 8 
Licking 69,700 59,900 64,200 -14 + 7 
Madison 139,800 133,900 1L1.4, 700 
- 4 + 8 
Marion 90,800 78,400 83,100 -14 + 6 
Morrow 49,700 41,800 44,300 -16 + 6 
Pickaway 149,600 126,300 133,900 -16 + 6 
Ross 97,600 79,100 84,800 -19 + 7 
Union 85,800 74,900 77,100 
-13 + 3 
Sub-area 5 1,120,300 1,013,300 1,074,200 -10 + 6 
Belmont 12,300 8,700 9,200 -29 + 6 
Carroll 11,900 10,400 11,200 -13 + 8 
Coshocton 38,600 32,200 34,100 -17 + 6 
Harrison 7,500 4,600 4,700 -39 + 2 
Holmes 48,400 47,600 49,500 - 2 + 4 
Jefferson 8,400 6,400 7,200 -24 +12 
Tuscarawas 25,ooo 20,500 21,000 -18 + 2 
Sub-area 6 i:,2,100 130,400 136,900 -14 + '.:> 
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Table I (Continued) 
County Number marketed Percentage chanFe and 
Sub-area 19)0 19)8 19~9 19)0->8 19)8-)9 
Butler 99,000 93,400 96,700 - 6 + 4 
Clermont 36,500 25,900 26 ,600 -29 + 3 
Clinton 198,100 193,800 195,700 - 2 + l 
Greene 157,300 176,JOO 179,200 +12 + 2 
Hamilton 20,600 11,800 11,700 -43 - l 
Montgomery 68,300 63,600 63,400 
- 7 0 
Preble 141,500 140,600 Hi4,4oo - 1 + 3 
warren 90,500 01,500 82,100 -10 + l 
Sub-area 7 dll,IJOO 7tJ6,900 '199,bOO - 3 + 2 
1\dams 31,700 24,900 25,400 -22 + 2 
Brown 52,900 42,300 42,600 -20 + 1 
Gallia 15,200 9,300 9,600 -39 + 3 
Highland 132,100 110,500 111,000 -16 0 
Jackson 10,300 8,200 P,Soo -20 + 4 
Lawrence 8,300 5,300 5,500 -36 + 4 
Pike 19,300 10,600 10,900 -45 + 3 
Scioto 12,600 6,800 6,600 -46 
- 3 
Sub-area 8 2ti2,400 21'7,900 220,100 -23 + l 
Athens 9,300 5,800 6,JOO -JS + 9 
Guernsey 13,400 8,700 9,100 -35 + 5 
Hocking 15,400 10,100 10,600 -34 + 5 
Meigs 11,000 8,2co G,700 -26 + 6 
Monroe 11,600 8,900 9,300 -23 + 4 
Morgan 12,900 s ,~_oo 8,800 -35 + 5 
Muskingum 28,400 21,900 23,000 -23 + 5 
Noble 11,000 6,800 7,400 -38 + 9 
Perry 24,600 20,300 21,500 -18 + 6 
Vinton 9,000 6,6co 6,900 -27 + 4 
Washington 16, 500 10,700 11,700 -35 + 9 
Sub-area 9 lb3,l00 116,400 123,300 -29 + 6 
Ohio 4,423,000 3,909,100 4,144,100 -12 + 6 
Source: Derived from Append.ix Tables B and F. 
87 
Table J 
Number of Sheep and Lambs narketed in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and 
percentage Change in the Number Iarketed from 1950 to 1958 
and 1958 to 1959, by Counties and Sub-areas, Ohio 
County Number marketed Percentage change 
and 1950 1958 1959 19)0-58 1958-59 Sub-area 
Allen 7,800 9,100 9,100 +17 0 
Defiance 2,800 3,100 3,000 +11 
- 3 
rulton 2,300 2,600 2,700 +13 + 4 
Hancock 15,000 16,700 16,600 +11 
- 1 
Henry 2,500 3,100 3,000 +24 
- 3 
Lucas 600 500 500 -17 0 
Paulding 2,600 2,900 2,900 +12 0 
Putnam 7,700 7,700 7,800 0 + 1 
Van \r,fert 4,ooo 4,ooo 4,ooo 0 0 
T·Tilliams 5,300 5,300 5,500 0 + 4 
Hood 4,500 3,800 3,700 -16 
- 3 
Sub-area 1 )'.J,100 )tl,bOO )b,tlOO + ( 0 
.Ashland 8,300 12,900 12,500 +55 
- 3 
Crawford 14,700 22,100 21,000 +50 
- 5 
Erie 2,000 3,2CO 3,100 +60 
- 3 
Huron 11,400 15,500 14,800 +36 
- 5 
Lorain 3,700 5,400 5,200 +46 - 4 
Ottawa 800 1,100 1,300 +38 +18 
Richland 9,200 14,500 13,800 +58 
- 5 
Sandusky 3,900 4,400 4,200 +13 
- 5 
Seneca 14,700 19,600 18,600 +33 - 5 
T·Tyandot 19,500 27,700 26,800 +42 
- 3 
Sub-area 2 tllJ,200 l2b,400 121,300 +43 
- 4 
Ashtabula 900 1,900 1,900 +111 0 
Columbiana 2,300 3,200 3,300 +39 + 3 
Cuyahoga 500 600 600 +20 0 
Geauga 1,100 1,800 1,800 +64 0 
Lake 600 800 800 +33 0 
Mahoning 1,800 2,500 2,500 +39 0 
Medina 2,700 4,800 4,800 +78 0 
Portage 1,600 2,500 2,400 +56 
- 4 
Stark 2,000 2,600 2,600 +30 0 
Summit 600 900 800 +50 -11 
Trumbull 1,100 1,900 1,800 +73 
- 5 
1,vayne 5,ooo 8,600 8,500 +72 - 1 
Sub-area 3 20,200 32,100 Jl,tlOO +)9 - l 
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Table J (Continued) 
County Number marketed Percentage change and 
Sub-area 19)0 19)8 I959 1950-58 19)8-59 
Auglaize 7,300 10,300 10,500 +41 + 2 
Champaign 7,600 10,200 10,200 +34 0 
Clark 10,400 14,500 14,800 +39 + 2 
Darke 5,800 9,3CO 9,400 +60 + l 
Hardin 19,200 24,000 24,000 +25 0 
Logan 15,100 18,700 18,900 +24 + 1 
iviercer 5,200 7,000 7,200 +35 + 3 
Miami 5,100 7,100 7,100 +39 0 
Shelby 5,600 s,ooo 8,100 +43 + 1 
Sub-area 4 tll,300 109,100 110,200 +j[i + l 
Delaware 11,900 16,ooo 16,ooo +34 0 
Fairfield 8,800 10,900 10,700 +24 - 2 
Fayette 15,100 17,600 17,800 +17 + 1 
Franklin 6,ooo 8,700 9,000 +45 + 3 
Knox 25,900 31,800 32,100 +2.3 + 1 
Licking 21,800 29,200 29,400 +34 + 1 
Madison 10,300 14,000 14,000 +36 0 
Marion 14,000 19,100 19,200 +36 + l 
Morrow 18,300 24,900 25,ooo +36 0 
Pickaway 8,500 11,700 11,600 +38 
- 1 
Ross 4,700 6,800 6,700 +45 - l 
Union 14,400 17,000 16,900 +18 - 1 
Sub-area 5 1>9' '(00 20'(, '(00 2oe,4oo +30 0 
Belmont 3,600 3,000 2,Aoo -17 
- 7 
Carroll 4,900 4,600 4,400 - 6 - 4 
Coshocton 13,500 15,200 14,300 +13 
- 6 
Harrison 12,700 13,500 12,900 + 6 
- 4 
Holmes 4,800 6,400 6,200 +33 
- 3 
Jeff er son 2,600 2,800 2,100 + 8 
- 4 
Tuscarawas 3,800 5,200 4,900 +37 - 6 
Sub-area 6 4;,,900 ;,o, ·100 Lle,200 +lO -, 
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Table J (Continued) 
county Number marketed Percentage change and 
sub-area 19)0 19)8 19)9 19)0-)8 19)8-)9 
Butler 6,300 9,600 9,100 +52 
- 5 
Clermont 1,300 2,200 2,100 +69 
- 5 
Clinton 7,400 12,800 12,700 +73 - l 
Greene 11,900 16,700 16,100 +40 
- 4 
Hamilton 1,800 2,000 1,800 +11 -10 
Hontgomery 4,700 6,600 6,400 +40 
- 3 
Preble 3,200 5,200 5,100 +63 - 2 
·uarren 3,700 6,500 6,Soo +76 0 
Sub-area 7 40,300 61,600 ~;t,bOO +'.;13 - j 
Adams 1,800 2,400 2,300 +33 
- 4 
Brown 3,000 4,000 3,700 +33 - 7 
Gallia 2,200 2,400 2,200 + 9 
- 8 
Highland 8,400 12,100 11,200 +44 - 7 
Jackson 1,000 1,500 1,500 +50 0 
Lawrence 400 600 500 +50 -17 
Pike 900 1,100 1,000 +22 
- 9 
Scioto 200 400 400 +100 0 
Sub-area 8 l'( ,;100 24,'.;IOO 22,tlUO +j'( - '( 
Athens 5,ooo 6,800 6,300 +36 
- 7 
Guernsey 7,900 9,900 9,100 +25 - 8 
Hocking 2,000 2,600 2,)00 +30 
- 4 
Meigs 3,000 3,ooo 2,900 0 
- 3 
Monroe 1,900 2,200 2,000 +16 
- 9 
Morgan 12,000 15,100 13,900 +26 - 8 
Huskingum 16,500 18,100 17,000 +10 - 6 
Noble 8,700 9,700 8,900 +11 - 8 
Perry 6,500 7,500 7,100 +15 
- 5 
Vinton l,.Soo 2,000 1,800 +33 -10 
Washington 4,400 4,900 4,500 +ll - 8 
Sub-area 9 69,400 tH,tlOO '(b ,ooo +ltl - '( 
Ohio 578,000 752,700 737,300 +30 - 2 
source: Derived from Appendix Tables B and H. 
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'.:.'c.ble K 
Number of Marketing Units for Cattle, Calves, Hogs 
ancl Sheep and Lambs in 1950, 1958 .• :md 1959, 
by Counties and Sub-areas, Ct~~ 
County 19~ Marketing Uni ts and 
Sub-area Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep & Lambs 
Allen 4,700 2,000 16,900 1,600 
Defiance 3,200 i,4co 7,200 6co 
Fulton 5,,500 2,400 17,500 500 
Hancock 6,ooo 2,600 22,900 3,000 
Henry 3,500 1,500 8,ooo 500 
Lucas l,200 500 4,400 100 
l:' [.uJ.ding 2,000 900 3,900 500 
Putnam 5,L100 2,400 22,600 1,500 
Van \vert 3,100 i,4oo 8,ooo 800 
Williams 4,Goo 2,100 15,600 1,100 
Wood 5.200 2.200 11.000 900 
Sub-area 1 "1+4,6oo 19,400 138:000 11,100 
Ashland 11., 900 2,100 8,300 1,700 
Crawford 4,900 2,200 19,800 2,900 
Erie 1,900 800 4,ooo 400 
Huron 4,ooo i,700 8,300 2,300 
Lorain 5,100 2,300 5,600 900 
Ottawa ;.,700 700 2,100 200 
Richland 5,100 2,200 10,800 1,800 
Sandusky 4,600 2,000 9,100 800 
Seneca 5,500 2,400 17,800 2,900 
Wyandot 3z900 1,700 16z8CO 3z900 
Sub-area 2 4l.600 
' 
lb.100 102:600 17,l:::lOO 
Ashtabula 7,600 3,300 3,400 200 
Columbiana 5,800 2,500 4,300 500 
Cuyahoga 700 300 1,400 100 
Geauga 4,ooo l,800 2,600 300 
Lake 800 300 Boo 200 
Mahoning 4,400 1,900 3,900 400 
Medina 5,900 2,500 6,600 700 
Portage 5,200 2,300 5,oco 400 
Stark 7,000 3.;ilOO 8,200 400 
Summit 2,100 900 2,900 100 
Trumbull 5,900 2,600 3,500 300 
Wayne · 
_102p_qo_ 4,300 142500 1,000 
Sub-area 3 C::() Jo 25,800 57,100 4,600 
·' 
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Table K (Continued) 
1 
I 
County 1950 Marketing Units and 
Sub-area Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep & Lambs 
Auglaize 5,200 2,300 20,000 1,500 
Champaign 7,000 3,000 24,ooo 1,500 
Clark 5,900 2,500 22,700 2_,100 
Darke 8,900 3,900 27,500 1,,200 
Hardin 4,800 2,100 22,900 3,,800 
Logan 6,200 2,700 15,000 3,,000 
Mercer h,900 3,000 25,100 i,ooo 
Miami 5,900 2,600 12,400 1,000 
Shelby- 5,700 2,400 14,900 1,100 
Sub-a1°ea 4 56,500 24,500 184,500 ,16 ,200 
Delaware 6,500 2,800 14,ooo 2,400 
Fairf'ield 7,700 3,300 22,400 1,700 
Fayette 4,200 1,800 42,400 3,000 
Franklin 5,700 2,500 16,600 1,200 
Knox 6,700 2,900 14,ooo 5,200 
Licking 9,1~00 4,100 17,400 4,400 
Madison 5,500 2,400 35,000 2,000 
Marion 4,ooo 1,700 22,700 2,800 
Morrov 5,000 2,200 12,400 3,700 
Pickavay 6,800 3,000 37,400 1,700 
Ross 6,200 2,700 24,400 900 
Union - 5,800 2,500 21,400 2,900 
Sub-area 5 7'3,500 31,900 280,100 31,900 
Belmont 6,800 3,000 3,100 700 
Carroll 4,200 1,800 3,000 1,000 
Coshocton 5,600 2,500 9,600 2,700 
Harrison 3,800 1,600 1,900 2,500 
Holmes 6,200 2,700 12,100 1,000 
Jefferson 2,800 1,200 2,100 500 
Tuscarawas 5,700 2,500 6,200 Boo 
Sub-area 6 '-35,100 15,300 '-38,ooo 9:200 
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Table K (Continued) 
County 
1950 Marketing Units and 
Sub .. area cattle Calves Hogs Sheep and Lambs 
Butler 6,L~oo 2,800 33,000 1,600 
Clermont 4,700 2,000 12,200 300 
Clinton 4,200 1,800 49,500 1,500 
Greene 4,700 2,100 39,300 2,400 
Hamilton 2,600 1,100 6,900 500 
Montgcmery 5,200 2,300 17,100 900 
Preble 5,700 2,500 35,400 600 
Warren 5zlCO 2,200 30,100 900 
Sub-area 7 38.b'oo lb.BOO 22~.500 8.700 
I 
Adams 4,800 2,100 7,900 300 
Brown 5,600 2,400 17,600 700 
Gallia 4,300 1,900 3,800 400 
Highland 6,900 3,000 33,000 1,700 
Jackson 2,600 1,100 2,600 200 
Lawrence 2,,700 l_,200 2,,100 100 
Pike 2,1~00 1,100 4,800 200 
Scioto-- 3:100 1,300 3z200 100 
Sub-area 8 ~2.400 14,100 75,000 ~:700 
Athens 4,200 1,800 2,300 1,000 
Guernsey 5,800 2,500 3,300 1,600 
Hocking i,900 800 3,800 400 
Meigs 3,600 1,600 2,800 600 
Monroe 4,700 2,000 2,900 400 
Morgan 4,400 1,900 3,200 2,400 
Muskingum 6,700 2,900 7,100 3,300 
Noble 5,000 2,200 2,800 1,700 
Perry 3,600 1,600 6,200 1,300 
Vinton J..,500 700 2,300 300 
Washington 5z900 2.?600 4!100 900 
Sub-area 9 47,300 20,bOO 40,800 13,900 I 
Ohio 429zOOO 186~500 1 2139.600 117zlOO 
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Table K (Continued) 
County 1958 Marketing 'C"nits 
and 
Sub-nca Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep & Lambs 
Allen 7,300 1,500 13,100 i,8co 
De:fiance 5, 300 1,100 6,100 600 
Fulton 12,300 2,500 15,400 500 
Hancock 9,600 2,000 20,700 3,300 
Henry 6,800 1,400 7,100 600 
Lucas 2,100 400 4,200 100 
Pauldinb 2,800 600 2,900 600 
Putnam 9,000 1,9co 20,100 1,600 
Van rrert 5,000 1,000 6,ooo 800 
Williams 8,500 1,700 12,900 1,100 
Wood -- 9z600 2,000 10,200 800 
Sub-area 1 78.jOO 16,100 118.700 11,800 
Ashland 8,900 i,800 3,200 2,600 
Crawf'ora. 8,800 1,800 18,,100 4,400 
Erie 3,200 700 3,000 600 
Hur en 6,coo 1,200 7,500 3,100 
Lorain s,~oo 1,700 4,700 1,300 
otta1ra 2)600 500 i,700 200 
Richland 8,500 1,700 9,oco 2,900 
Sandusky 8,ooo 1,700 8,400 900 
Seneca 9,100 1,900 16,900 3,900 
Wyandot-- 6zCOO lz200 14.soo 5z600 
Sub-area 2 b9,500 14,200 92.400 25. 500 
Ashtabula 12,coo 2,500 2,900 500 
Columbiana 8,800 1,800 3,800 600 
Cuyahoga 600 100 700 200 
Geauga 5,400 i,100 2,300 500 
Lake i,ooo 200 500 200 
Mahoning 6,700 l,4oo 3,300 600 
Medina 9,800 2,000 5)200 1,200 
Portage 7,700 1,600 4,ooo 600 
Stark 11,500 2,400 6,500 500 
s urr.mi t 3,100 600 2,000 200 
Trumbull 9,000 1,800 3,700 500 
W;=,3 11e- - .. 18zlOO j,700 13,200 1.700 
Sub-.J..rea 3 93.. 700 19,200 48.100 7,300 
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Table K (Continued) 
County 
and 1958 Marketing Units 
Sub-area C:attJ..e Calves Hogs Sheep & T.arobs 
Auglaize 8,300 i,700 17,100 2,100 
Champaign 12,600 2,600 19,100 2,000 
Clark 10,700 2,200 20,000 2,900 
Darke 13,800 2,800 24,300 1,900 
Hardin 8,500 1,800 18,500 4,800 
Logan 10,100 2,100 12,200 3,700 
Mercer io,700 2,200 24,300 1,400 
Miami 9,300 1,900 9,800 l,4oo 
Shelby- 9z200 l.?900 l~.900 1,600 
Sub-area 4 91,200 19,200 159.200 21.800 
Delauare 9,900 2,100 11,900 3,200 
Fairf'ield 13, 300 2,700 21,600 2,200 
Fayette 8,400 1,700 44,700 3,500 
Frankl.in 9,000 1,900 14,800 1,800 
Knox 10,600 2,200 11,700 6,400 
L::!.0king 15,l~OO 3,200 15,000 5,800 
Madison 11,300 2,300 33,500 2,800 
Marion 7,000 1,400 19,600 3,800 
Morroi;;r 7,900 1,600 10,400 5,000 
Picka1ray 13, 3co 2,700 31,600 2,300 
Ross 10,SCO 2,300 19,800 i,4oo 
Union - 9, -=co 1,900 18,700 3z400 
Sub-area 5 l2b.300 2b,OOO 251.100 41,tioo 
Belmont 9,300 1,900 2,200 600 
Carroll 6,600 1,300 2,600 900 
Coshocton 8,ooo 1,600 8,ooo 3,000 
Harrison 4,800 1,000 1,200 2,700 
Holmes 10,400 2,200 11,900 1,300 
Jefferson 4,300 900 1,600 600 
Tuscarawas 9z200 1:900 5,100 1,000 
Sub-area 6 . 52,tioo lO:~foo 12,bOO 10.100 
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Table K (Continued) 
County 1958 Marketing Units 
am:t 
Sub-c.rea Cattle Calves Hogs Sheep & Lambs 
Butler 11,300 2,300 31,100 2,400 
Clermont 6,900 1,400 8,600 500 
Clinton 8,4co 1,800 48,400 2,600 
Greene 8,900 1,800 44,100 3,300 
Hamilton 3,600 800 3,900 500 
Montgcmery 8,300 1,700 15,900 1,300 
Preble 10,300 2,100 35,200 1,100 
Warren ~00 1,.800 27:200 1.600 
Sub-area 7 ,600 13:700 214.400 13,300 
Adams 7,600 i,6co 6,200 500 
Brown 8,900 1,800 14,100 1,000 
Gallia 6,900 1,400 2,300 500 
Highland 12,100 2,500 27,600 2,400 
Jackson 4,200 800 2,100 300 
Lawrence 4,ooo Boo 1,300 100 
Pike 3,400 700 2,700 200 
Scioto- 4.200 900 1,700 100 
Sub-area 8 .51. ~00 10.500 58zOCO 5,100 
Athens 6,500 1,300 1,500 i,4co 
Guernsey 8,500 1,800 2,200 2,000 
Hocking 2,800 600 2,500 500 
Meigs 5,500 1,100 2,000 600 
Monroe 6,100 1,300 2,200 400 
Morgan 6,800 1,400 2,100 3,000 
Muskingum 11,500 2,300 5,500 3,600 
Noble 6,500 1,300 1,700 2,000 
Perry 5,800 1,200 5,100 1,500 
Vinton 2,300 500 1,600 400 
Washington 9,600 2,000 2,700 1,000 
Sub-area 9 71,900 14,800 29,100 i6_.4oo 
' 
Ohio 703,400 144,500 1,005,800 152,900 
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Table l\ (Continued) 
County 1959 .~rketing Units a11d 
'Jub-area cattle Calves HOfS ':Jheep and Lambs 
---
Allen 7,700 1,600 14,400 1,800 
Defiance 5,500 1,100 6,400 600 
Fulton 13,100 2,700 17,100 600 
Hancock 10,000 2,100 22,700 3,300 
Henry 7,200 1,500 7,700 600 
Lucas 2,100 400 4,700 100 
Paulding 2,900 600 3,100 600 
Putnam 9,400 1,900 22,600 1,600 
Van Tfert 5,200 1,100 6,900 800 
T Jillia111s 9,100 1,900 14,600 1,100 
Uood 10,000 2,000 11,500 700 
Sub-area l 1:!2,200 lb,900 131, 100 11,tJOO 
Ashland 9,300 1,900 8,900 2,500 
cra1-Ji'ord 9,000 1,900 19,700 4,2CO 
rrie 3,400 700 3,200 600 
Huron 6,200 1,300 R,100 3,000 
Lorain 8,800 1,800 4,900 1,200 
Ottawa 2,600 500 1,900 300 
Richland 8,800 1,800 9,500 2,800 
Sandusky 8,400 1,700 9,100 800 
Seneca 9,600 2,000 18,300 3,700 
T·Tyandot 6,200 1,300 16,100 5,300 
Sub-area 2 12,300 14,900 9'-J' (00 2L1 ,!;JOO 
Ashtabula 12,400 2,600 3,000 ;,cio 
Columbiana 9,200 1,900 3,900 700 
Cuyahoga 600 100 6co 100 
Geauga 5,500 1,100 2,300 500 
Lake 1,000 200 500 200 
Mahoning 6,700 1,400 3,500 600 
Medina 10,000 2,100 5,200 1,200 
Portage 7,900 1,600 4,200 600 
stark 12,000 2,500 6,900 500 
Summit 3,100 600 2,200 200 
Trumbull 9,000 1,800 3,800 400 
1,rayne 19,100 3,900 13,900 1,700 
Sub-area 3 96,!;JOO l)),tlOO !;J0,000 7,200 
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Table K (Continued) 
Coun y 1959 Harketing Units and 
Sub-area cattie Calves Hogs Sheep and Lambs 
Auglaize 8,400 1,700 18,400 2,100 
Champaign 12,800 2,600 21,100 2,100 
Clark 10,800 2,200 22,000 3,000 
Darke 13,900 2,900 L6,200 1,900 
Hardin 8,600 1,800 20,200 4,800 
Logan 10,100 2,100 13,400 3,800 
Mercer 10,700 2,200 26,400 1,400 
Hiami 9,600 2,000 10,800 1,400 
Shelby 9,200 1,900 1.5,100 1,600 
Sub-area 4 94,100 1'.:1,400 l'fJ,i5oo 22,100 
Delaware 10,100 2,100 12,.500 3,200 
Fairf .ield 13,300 2,700 22,800 2,100 
Fayette 8,500 1,800 47,200 3,600 
Franklin 8,900 1,800 15,200 1,800 
Knox 10,800 2,200 12,700 6,4CO 
Licking 15,400 3,2CO 16,ooo 5,900 
Madison 11,100 2,300 36,200 2,800 
Marion 6,800 1,400 20,800 3,900 
Morrow 7,800 1,600 11,100 5,ooo 
Pickaway 13,100 2,700 33,500 2,300 
Ross 11,200 2,300 21,2CO 1,300 
Union 9,300 1,900 19,300 3,400 
Sub-area 5 126,300 26,000 26ti,500 41,700 
Belmont 9,300 1,900 2,300 500 
Carroll 6, 700 1,400 2,800 900 
Coshocton 8,200 1,700 8,500 2,900 
Harrison .5,ooo 1,000 1,200 2,600 
Holmes 10,600 2,200 12,400 1,200 
Jefferson 4,400 900 1,800 5CO 
Tuscarawas 9,500 1,900 5,200 1,000 
Sub-area 6 53, ·700 11,000 34,200 9,bOO 
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Table E (Continued) 
county 
1959 Marketing Units and 
.Sub-area cattle Calves Hogs Sheep and Lambs 
Butler 10,800 2,200 32,200 2,300 
Clermont 6,600 l,3CO 8,900 500 
Clinton 8,100 1,700 49,000 2,600 
Greene 8,400 1,700 44,800 3,200 
Hamilton 3,400 700 39,000 400 
Montgomery 8,100 1,700 15,800 1,300 
Preble 9,900 2,000 36,100 1,000 
Harren 8,600 1,800 27,400 1,600 
Sub-area 7 6J,900 13,100 2ltl,100 12,900 
Adams 7,800 1,600 6,300 500 
Brown 8,900 1,800 14,200 900 
Gallia 6,800 1,400 2,400 400 
Highland 11,700 2,400 27,800 2,300 
JD.ckson 4,ooo 800 2,100 300 
Lawrence 4,ooo 800 1,400 100 
Pike 3,400 700 2,700 200 
Scioto 4,200 900 1,700 100 
Sub-area 8 .?0, l:lOO 10,400 .?l:l ,600 4,t)OO 
Athens 6,300 1,300 1,600 1,200 
Guernsey 8,200 1,700 2,3CO 1,800 
Hocking 2,700 600 2,600 500 
Meigs 5,500 1,100 2,200 600 
Monroe 6,ooo 1,200 2,300 400 
Morgan 6,$00 1,400 2,200 2,800 
Muskingum 11,400 2,300 5,800 3,400 
Noble 6,500 1,300 1,800 1,800 
Perry 5,700 1,200 5,400 1,400 
Vinton 2,300 )00 1,700 400 
Washington 9,400 1,900 2,900 900 
Sub-area 9 (0,)00 14,::ioo 30,l:lOO l.?,200 
Ohio 710,300 146,ooo 1,065,200 149,800 
Source: Table 16 and Appendix Tables D, E, G and I. 
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Table L 
Total r1arketing Uni ts in 1950, 1958, and 1959 and Percentag·e 
Change in Total l'larketing- Uni ts from 1950 to 1958 and 
1958 to 1959, by Counties and Sub-areas, Ohio 
county 
Number marketed Percentage change and 
Sub-area 19)0 19)8 19)9 1950-58 19>8-59 
h.llen 25,200 23,700 25,500 ,. - 0 + 8 
Defiance 12,400 13,100 13,600 + 6 + 4 
Fulton 25,900 30,700 33,500 +19 + 9 
Hancock 34,500 35,600 38,100 + 3 + 7 
Henry 13,500 15,900 17,000 +18 + 7 
Lucas 6,200 6,800 7,300 +10 + 7 
Paulding 7,300 6,900 7,200 
- 5 + 4 
Putnam 31,900 32,600 35,500 + 2 + 9 
Van '.1Tert 13,300 12,800 14,000 
- 4 + 9 
l:Tilliams 23,600 24,200 26,700 + 3 +10 
l1Tood 19,300 22,600 24,200 +17 + 7 
Sub-area 1 213,100 224,900 242,600 + 6 + tl 
Ashland 17,000 21,500 22,600 +26 + 5 
Cra·wford 29,800 33,100 34,800 +11 + 5 
Erie 7,100 7,500 7,900 + 6 + 5 
Huron 16,300 17,800 18,600 + 9 + 4 
Lorain 13,900 16,100 16,Soo +16 + 4 
Ottawa 4,700 5,ooo 5,300 + 6 + 6 
Richland 19,900 22,100 22,900 +11 + 4 
Sandusky 16,500 19,000 20,000 +16 + 5 
Seneca 28,600 31,800 33,600 +11 + 6 
1Jyandot 26,300 27,700 28,900 + 5 + 4 
Sub-area 2 lt)0,100 ~Ol,bOO 211,400 +12 + .? 
Ashtabula 14,500 17,900 18,500 +23 + 3 
Columbiana 13,100 15,ooo 15,700 +15 + 5 
Cuyahoga 2,500 1,600 1,400 -36 -12 
Geauga S,700 9,300 9,400 + 8 + l 
Lake 2,100 1,900 1,900 -10 0 
Hahoning 10,600 12,COO 12,200 +13 + 2 
Medina 15,700 18,200 18,500 +16 + 2 
Portage 12,900 13,900 14,300 + 8 + 3 
Stark 18,700 20,900 21,900 +12 + 5 
Summit 6,ooo 5,900 6,100 - 2 + 3 
Trumbull 12,300 15,ooo 15,ooo +22 0 
~·1Tayne 29,800 36,700 38,600 +23 + 5 
sub-area 3 146,900 16tl,JOO 173 ,500 +1;, + 3 
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Table L (Continued) 
county 
Number marketed and fercentage change 
Sub-area 19)0 19)8 19)9 19)0-)8 19Xl-59 
Auglaize 29,000 29,200 30,600 + l + 5 
Champaign 35,500 36,300 38,600 + 2 + 6 
Clark 33,200 35,800 38,000 + 8 + 6 
Darke 41,500 42,800 44,900 + 3 + 5 
Hardin 33,600 33,600 35,400 0 + 5 
Logan 26,900 28,100 29,400 + 4 + 5 
:ti1ercer 36,ooo 38,600 40,700 + 7 + 5 
Miami 21,900 22,400 23,800 + 2 + 6 
Shelby 24,100 26,600 27,800 +10 + 5 
Sub-area 4 2tll,700 293,400 309,200 + 4 + 5 
Delaware 25,700 27,100 27,900 + 5 + 3 
Fair.field 35,100 39,800 40,900 +l) + 3 
Fayette 51,400 58,300 61,100 +13 + 5 
Franklin 26,000 27,500 27,700 + 6 + 1 
Knox 28,800 30,900 32,100 + 7 + 4 
Licking 35,300 39,4CO 40,500 +12 + 3 
Madison 44,900 49,900 52,400 +11 + 5 
Marion 31,200 31,800 32,900 + 2 + 3 
i:-:orrow 23,300 24,900 25,500 + 7 + 2 
Pickaway 48,900 49,900 51,600 + 2 + 3 
Ross 34,200 34,400 36,000 + 1 + 5 
Union 32,600 33,300 33,900 + 2 + 2 
Sub-area 5 411,400 44( ,200 462,~00 + '{ + j 
Belmont 13,600 14,000 J.4 ,ooo + 3 0 
Carroll 10,000 11,400 11,800 +14 + 4 
Coshocton 20,400 20,600 21,300 + 1 + 3 
Harrison 9,800 9,700 9,800 - l + l 
Holmes 22,000 25,800 26,400 +17 + 2 
Jefferson 6,600 7,400 7,600 +12 + 3 
Tuscarai;.,1as 15,200 17,200 17,600 +12 + 2 
Sllb-area 6 9 / ,600 106,100 lOd,500 + 9 + 2 
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Table L (Continued) 
county Number marketed Percentage change and 
Sub-area I95o 19;8 19;9 19;o-)8 1958-59 
Butler 43,800 47,100 47,500 + 8 + 1 
Clermont 19,200 17,400 17,300 
- 9 - 1 
Clinton 57,000 61,200 61,400 + 7 + l 
Greene 48,500 58,100 58,100 + 2 0 
Hamilton 11,100 8,800 8,400 -21 
- 5 
nontgomery 25,500 27,200 26,900 + 7 
- 1 
Preble 44,200 48,700 49,000 +10 + 1 
Uarren 38,300 39,500 39,400 + 3 
- l 
Sub-area 7 287 ,bOO 30tl,OOO 30tl,OOO + 7 0 
.Adams 15,100 15,900 16,200 + 5 + 2 
Brown 26,300 25,800 25,800 
- 2 0 
Gallia 10,400 11,100 11,000 + 7 0 
Highland 44,600 44,600 44,200 0 
- 1 
Jackson 6,500 7,400 7,200 +14 
- 3 
Lawrence 6,100 6,200 6,300 + 2 + 2 
Pike 8,500 7,000 7,000 -18 0 
Scioto 7,700 6,900 6,900 -10 0 
Sub-area 8 125,200 124,900 124,600 
- 1 - l 
A.thens 9,300 10,700 10,400 +15 
- 3 
Guernsey 13,200 14,500 14,000 +10 
- 3 
Hocking 6,900 6,400 6,400 
- 7 0 
Meigs 8,600 9,200 9,400 + 7 + 2 
Monroe 10,000 10,000 9,900 0 
- l 
Morgan 11,900 13,300 12,900 +12 
- 3 
Husking um 20,000 22,900 22,900 +15 
- 1 
Noble 11,700 11,500 11,400 
- 2 - l 
Perry 12,700 13,600 13,700 + 7 + l 
Vinton 4,eco L,cco 4,900 0 + ? 
Washington 13,500 15,300 15,100 +13 
- 1 
Sub-area 9 122,600 132,200 131,000 + tl 
- l 
Ohio 1,872,200 2,006,600 2,071,300 + 7 + 3 
Source: Appendix Table J. 
